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ABSTRACT 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHER COLLABORATION  
AND STUDENT ACHEVEMENT 
by Sandra Reid Ervin 
December 2011 
NCLB mandates have placed a strong sense of responsibility on educators to 
ensure that all students are performing at their optimal academic levels.  The 
collaboration of educators is needed as the accountability for student performances 
increases.  At the school level, collaboration and a focus on instruction influence 
productivity, morale, teacher retention and ultimately, student achievement.  The role of 
the administrators is to provide a collaborative culture where teachers are empowered to 
analyze and work together to solve problems.  Administrators should provide time and 
space for the teachers to collaborate.   
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to ascertain the relationship between 
teacher collaboration and student achievement.  Teachers in 73 elementary and middle 
schools in a large suburban school district in Georgia participated.  Almost 900 reading, 
language arts, and math teachers in Grades 3–8 completed a 37-item survey adapted from 
an instrument developed by McHenry to measure attitudinal perceptions associated with 
teacher collaboration and student achievement.  Three variables, level of teacher 
collaboration, level of administrative support and time collaborating, were created from 
the teachers’ responses to the items by obtaining the mean of the responses on a 5-point 
Likert.  Student ITBS scores in Grades 3, 5, and 7 were used to measure student 
achievement. 
iii 
Results from a multiple regression analyses indicated that level of teacher 
collaboration was not a significant predictor of achievement but that level of 
administrator support and time collaborating were significant predictors of teacher 
collaboration.  
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CHAPTER I  
INTRODUCTION 
 In this age of high accountability and high-stakes testing, extensive pressure is 
placed on the classroom teacher.  Under pressure from shrinking budgets and government 
demands for accountability, today’s school administrator needs compelling data that 
reflects that every program in the school has a positive impact on student learning 
(Lange, Magee, & Montgomery, 2003).  According to the National Commission on 
Excellence in Education (1983), society and its educational institutions have apparently 
forgotten the basic purposes of schooling and the high expectations of student 
performances.  In the committee’s report, A Nation at Risk, 18 months of study generated 
information to reform the educational system in fundamental ways and to renew the 
nation’s commitment to schools of high quality.  Among the committee’s findings were 
that 23 million American adults were functionally illiterate according to everyday tests of 
reading, writing, and comprehension.  Approximately 13% of all 17-year-olds in the 
United States were considered functionally illiterate, which among minority youth may 
run as high as 40%.  In addition, over half the population of gifted students did not match 
their tested ability with comparable achievement in school (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education, 1983).   
Goals 2000: Educate America Act stated that communities would be provided 
resources to ensure all students reach their full potential (North Central Regional 
Educational Laboratory, 1994).  The act was created in the belief that students would 
reach higher levels of academic performances when high expectations are set.  Goals 
2000 established a framework to identify world-class academic standards, to measure 
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student progress and achievement, and to provide support that students needed to meet 
the standards.  Additionally, the legislation highlighted six original educational goals 
(school readiness, school completion, student academic achievement, leadership in math 
and science, adult literacy and safe and drug-free schools), and added new goals 
encouraging teacher professional development and parental participation and 
involvement (North Central Regional Educational Laboratory, 1994).   
 The new accountability era began as President George W. Bush signed into law 
the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) on January 8, 2002 (Styron & Nyman, 
2008).  NCLB was created to ensure that no matter the race, disability, economic status, 
or language, all students receive a high quality of education.  Now, greater attention has 
been given to achievement gaps because of NCLB (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in 
Education, 2010).  NCLB holds schools accountable for the academic yearly progress of 
all children; therefore, legislation has made closing the achievement gap a top priority.  
Accountability at the state level and with the NCLB mandates require that students in 
schools and districts must pass standardized state tests in language arts, reading, and 
mathematics (Rotherham, 2006).   
In addition to increased accountability and academic achievement for all, NCLB 
also included greater choice for parents and students, particularly those attending low-
performing schools, more flexibility for states and local educational agencies in the use of 
federal education dollars, and a stronger emphasis on reading, especially for the youngest 
children (Styron & Nyman, 2008).  NCLB’s intent is to increase academic achievement 
for all students by improving state accountability systems, defining state standards for 
academic proficiency, enhancing quality standards for school staff, and testing students 
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annually to determine academic progress (Wong & Nicotera, 2004).  Because of the new 
legislation, states are now mandated to report student performance data annually, which 
includes disaggregated data that clearly describes performance and achievement of 
student subgroups (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education, 2010).  
President Obama and Secretary of Education Duncan have called upon states, 
districts, and educational leaders to change the lives of millions of children by 
dramatically improving the nation’s 5,000 lowest performing schools (Kowal, Hassel, & 
Hassel, 2009).  These failing schools require intensive intervention to change 
performances that have not met expectations for many years.  Obama reported that the 
United States must again lead the world in rates of college completion by 2020 (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010).  Obama also noted that as a national priority, 
expectations must be raised for students and schools.  Every student must graduate from 
high school and be prepared for college or a career.  Obama argued that an excellent 
education is also the key to securing an equal, fair and just society.  He asserted that the 
United States will not remain true to our most important ideals unless a much better job is 
done educating all students.  If the United States fails to provide an excellent education to 
all students, the American promise of equal opportunity will not be maintained (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2010). 
 As the demand for teacher accountability for student performance increases, a 
need exists for true collegial support and collaboration on the part of educators (Georgia 
Partnership for Excellence in Education, 2010).  Because of the increasing globalization 
of the world economy and the focus of business and educational leaders on a competent 
work force, the educational performance of students has significant implications for 
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economic vitality (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education, 2010).  Many 
nations participate in the global assessment of student achievement to compare 
performances across the globe and to analyze a country’s economic potential.  Thus, 
student achievement can be impacted by various associated educational issues.  Teacher 
and school leader quality, education finance and early learning programs will ultimately 
assist the preparedness, knowledge, and skills of public school students that can result in 
policy action to improve curriculum standards (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in 
Education, 2010). 
Problem Statement 
Currently, research exists on teacher collaboration benefits, challenges, and the 
roles of educators in the collaboration process as they work with each other and students.  
Effective teacher collaboration occurs when a group works together, experiments with 
new procedures, and establishes the work that is critical to school improvement 
(Schmoker, 1999).  The literature identified the framework and definitions of 
collaboration while also exploring various collaborative case studies.  The literature 
depicts positive results that occur if collaboration is used and supported in the school 
environment.   
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between teacher 
collaboration and student achievement among elementary and middle schoolteachers in 
one suburban school district in Georgia.  Today’s teachers must transform their 
individual personal knowledge into collective, widely shared and cohesive professional 
knowledge (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 2005).  Factors 
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affecting collaboration were studied.  Information from this study may inform the reader 
to what extent collaboration influences student achievement.   
Research Questions 
1. Is there a relationship between student achievement and collaboration variables 
including level of teacher collaboration and length of time teachers have 
worked collaboratively that differs for Title versus non-Title schools? 
2. Is there a relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and the level 
of administrative support for collaboration including the amount of time 
allocated for teacher collaboration in the workday, controlling for years of 
experience? 
Rationale/Significance of the Study 
 A study of the teacher collaboration process and its relationship to student 
achievement is important to provide insight, suggestions, and information so educators 
can work together to achieve the highest level of student academic performance.  The 
study is significant because of the focus placed on elementary and middle school teachers 
and students.  The study may add to already existing literature and information on the 
topic.  A set of available teacher collaboration practices found in the literature may assist 
educators in preparing and developing preparatory strategies toward student achievement.  
The study also examined the specific interactions and challenges pertaining to teacher 
collaboration and student achievement.  Research-based data were provided from the 
perspective of scholars, experts in the field of collaboration, and numerous educators.   
 A study of teacher collaboration is important because teachers can work together 
to solve academic and achievement issues involving students.  When teachers have the 
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time and opportunity to work together, they find solutions to instructional dilemmas 
while also working on ways to improve their teaching skills (Picard, 2005).  Moreover, 
collaborative teachers gain confidence, are better prepared, and become more effective 
and efficient.  Teacher collaboration also improves student achievement, behavior and 
attitudes (Inger, 1993).  The best collaborative teams begin their focus identifying student 
needs relative to student achievement and specific academic outcomes (Patterson, 
Grenny, Maxfield, McMillian, & Switzler, 2008).   
 In school settings where collaboration occurs, students recognize that consistent 
expectations are present, resulting in a better learning environment.  Successful teacher 
collaboration examples include planning together to develop a cohesive, unified program 
such as those in career academies and theme schools (Inger, 1993).  Teacher 
collaboration also helps improve the quality of the teaching force more so than if a 
teacher works in isolation.  Collaborative teachers work together to examine data and 
specific goals resulting in a reduction of lonely emotions which assists in addressing 
larger issues that can lead to school progress and improvements (McClure, 2008).  The 
concentrated effect of teacher collaboration allows students to learn at much higher levels 
than traditional and previously expected (Chenoweth, 2009). 
 Teacher collaboration must be in place because no teacher is an expert on all 
elements of the curriculum (Chenoweth, 2009).  All teachers have expertise that should 
be used by other teachers to improve knowledge of subjects.  However, most traditional 
school organizations are not arranged to allow teachers to co-mingle their knowledge in a 
structured fashion (Chenoweth, 2009).  Therefore, teaching will become more effective 
when educators recognize the collaborative construction as participants jointly create a 
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positive learning environment where teachers reflect upon collaborative processes and 
change their instructional strategies to benefit students (Souza, 2003). 
Assumptions 
1. The teachers responded honestly to all survey items.   
2. The quality of the teachers’ collaboration experience affected the survey 
results. 
3. The knowledge level of the teachers affected the survey responses. 
4. The respondents followed the prescribed instructions in completing the 
questionnaires.   
Delimitations 
The study focused only on elementary and middle schools in a southern state.  
The responses to the questionnaire items depended mainly on the self-perception of the 
participants who completed the survey. 
Definitions 
Administrative support.  Sharing leadership with teachers and creating a 
professional learning climate where instruction and improvement in instruction are clear 
priorities, while also providing a common focus on student learning through a 
collaborative process (University of Minnesota College of Education and Human 
Development, 2009). 
Academic achievement.  Academic achievement is a particular type of learning 
outcome; specifically performance on tests and grades achieved in courses taken 
(Romney, 2003) 
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Collaboration.  Collaboration is a systematic process where educators work 
together to analyze and impact professional practice for the improvement of individual 
and collective student results (DuFour, 2003) 
Collegiality.  Collegiality is the manner in which the staff members in a school 
interact and the extent to which they approach their duties as professionals (Marzano, 
Waters, & McNutty, 2005) 
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS).  A standardized test, the ITBS is designed for 
schools by the College of Education of the University of Iowa.  The tests are 
administered to students in Grdes K-8.  The test is administered in content sections that 
measure specific skills.  The information gathered can provide educators with unique 
information concerning individual students and classes to use in instructional planning 
(The University of Iowa College of Education, 2011). 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB).  NCLB is a sweeping reform of the Elementary 
and Secondary Act of 1965.  NCLB redefines the federal role in k-12 education (Styron 
& Nyman, 2008).   
Professional learning community.  A professional learning community contains 
Educators committed to working collaboratively in ongoing processes of collective 
inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the students they serve.  
Professional learning communities operate under the assumption that the key to improved 
learning for students is continuous, job-embedded learning for educators (DuFour, 
DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2006) 
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Summary 
High-stakes testing and government demands for accountability have placed 
extensive pressure on the classroom teacher.  With federal legislation holding schools 
accountable for the academic yearly progress of all children, a need exists for true 
collegial support and collaboration on the part of educators.  Today’s teachers must 
transform their individual personal knowledge into collective, widely shared and 
cohesive professional knowledge.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine 
the relationship between teacher collaboration and student achievement among 
elementary and middle schoolteachers in one suburban school district in Georgia. 
Chapter II contains a review of the literature pertaining to the relationship 
between collaboration and achievement.  The methodology used to conduct the study is 
presented in Chapter III.  The results of the analysis of the data collected is presented in 
Chapter IV.  Chapter V contains a summary of the study, a discussion of the results, 
conclusions drawn from the results, implications for practice, and recommendations for 
further research. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The review of selected literature represents research from many authoritative 
sources as it pertains to the relationship between teacher collaboration and student 
achievement.  The review includes the historical background of collaboration and a 
discussion of collaborative philosophies and approaches.  The need for collaboration, its 
benefits and challenges, and the role that teachers and administrators play in the 
collaborative process is presented.  The review of the research focused on educators’ 
responsibility for student performances as it pertains to collaboration with other 
educators.   
Theoretical Framework 
 The theoretical framework suggests that collaboration includes surrendering 
control while being open to the ideas of others (Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001).  
Collaborative cultures must overcome trepidations and focus on school solutions to 
challenges.  The theoretical framework explains the results of these types of 
conversations.  The theoretical framework explores what will occur when teachers 
promote collaboration among each other (Cefai, 2008).  The presentation of the 
theoretical framework concludes by discussing the importance of the collaborative team 
and the positive outcomes that occur. 
Effective leadership results in successful school improvement and an increase in 
student achievement (Kruger, 2009; Leone, Warnimont, & Zimmerman, 2009) and 
principals are critical elements in the development of school leadership (Wood, 2005).  
Wood noted that principals are particularly significant in acculturating novice teachers.  
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Kruger’s study of school leadership in the Netherlands defined four new forms of 
educational leadership: (a) transformational leadership; (b) inspiring leadership; (c) 
ethical, moral, and value-added leadership; and (d) inquiry-based leadership.  Each of 
these leadership characteristics is less about the active behavior of principals as leaders 
and more about their thought processes and methods of critical engagement with the 
school environment (Kruger, 2009).   
If a school is engaged in the process of creating institutional change, the 
principal’s leadership ability is a critical means of instituting staff acceptance and 
effectiveness at implementation (Retallick & Fink, 2002).  Before change can be 
influenced, a decision must be made regarding what is being changed and why (Patterson 
et al., 2008).  Influence strategies should not be used until behaviors are identified where 
change is needed.  Thus, if a school is attempting to institute effective teacher 
collaboration strategies, the principal’s leadership abilities will be crucial in the creation 
of a new collaborative culture (Brinson & Steiner, 2007; Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, 
& Steca, 2003).   
Theory of Influence 
Cialdini’s (2007) theory of influence demonstrates the manner in which leaders 
can institute commitment to new organizational strategies and maintain consistency once 
the commitment has been made.  According to Cialdini (2009), individuals’ 
commitments can be maintained by influencing their self-image and behavior.  Whether 
individuals will continue with behaviors that are supportive of a prior commitment is 
dependent upon the commitment they make as being active, public, and effortful 
(Cialdini, 2009).  The principal’s strategy for instituting collaboration in the school 
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environment requires getting teachers to make an active effort at participation and to 
make the commitment to collaboration publicly in the school culture.  Once the principal 
is able to achieve the initial commitment, the social pressure of consistency and the 
psychological commitment to prior stances will help to maintain individual members’ 
commitment to the collaborative goal (Cialdini, 2009). 
 Bandura (1998) believed teachers’ self-efficacy is based on their ability to create 
specific courses of action to produce positive outcomes.  Teacher efficacy is influenced 
by job satisfaction and level of competence as determined by school leadership (Gross, 
2010).  Moreover, teacher efficacy can result in new strategies and higher levels of 
motivation.  Collective efficacy is important in evaluating the effectiveness of school 
organizations and goal achievement (Brinson & Stinson, 2007).  Shachar and 
Shmuelevitz (1997) indicated that teachers believe the general effectiveness of teaching 
is strengthened by staff collaboration.   
Teacher Collaboration and Collective Efficacy 
Teachers face ever-increasing difficulties in the public school context as they 
negotiate the rules, regulations and norms associated with the practice and institutional 
evaluation of effective teaching practice (Gross, 2010).  Thus, current literature evidences 
a growing concern for teachers’ sense of self-efficacy as crucial to the development and 
maintenance of student academic achievement (Goddard & Goddard, 2001).  Bandura 
(1998) argued that self-efficacy is based in the individuals’ beliefs in their ability to 
determine and institute specific courses of action and produce positive results.  In the 
school context, self-efficacy refers to teachers’ beliefs about their ability to be effective at 
instituting teaching strategies and practices that are likely to result in successful student 
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learning (Gross, 2010).  In the school context, teachers’ sense of self-efficacy influences 
and is influenced by teachers’ satisfaction with their jobs and their level of competence as 
evaluated by the school leadership hierarchy, their commitment to the adoption of new 
strategies and innovations, and their levels of motivation.   
Bandura’s development of the theory of self-efficacy is grounded in social 
cognitive theory, which argues that human functioning is influenced by the relationship 
between cognition, behavior and environmental factors (Betoret, 2009).  Social cognitive 
theory finds its foundation in the intentionality of human agency and theorizes the 
individual as productive of experience with the social power to create or shape events 
(Bandura 1982, 1998, 2001).  Bandura (2001) noted that individuals’ beliefs about their 
own efficacy is not only grounded in human agency but is a central facet of that agency.  
Goddard and Goddard (2001) argued that efficacy is critical to agency in that people and 
groups have a higher likelihood of achieving goals if they believe that they have the 
ability to be successful. 
While Bandura (2001) originally began to develop the social cognitive theory 
through self-efficacy analysis, he quickly came to realize that the broader social context 
that individuals operate within may require the analysis of collective or group-based 
efficacy beliefs.  Thus, collective efficacy became a tool of evaluating beliefs about the 
ability to create change within organizational or social contexts.  The study of collective 
efficacy is a particularly useful tool in evaluating the effectiveness of school based 
teacher collaboration (Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement 
2007).  In schools that have a strong commitment to teacher collaboration, the study of 
individual self-efficacy beliefs offers a limited frame of analysis.  In the collaborative 
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context, how the group experiences its beliefs about the effectiveness of the school 
organization may be a significant tool in evaluating goal achievement at the institutional 
level.   
Shachar and Shmuelevitz (1997) argued that collaboration between teachers in the 
school context functions to strengthen teachers’ beliefs about the efficacy of school-based 
instruction.  In their study, Shachar and Shmuelevitz indicated that teachers believe that 
staff and faculty collaboration strengthens the general effectiveness of teaching.  Goddard 
and Goddard (2001) noted that the context of the specific school environment affects the 
individual teachers’ beliefs about self-efficacy.  In addition, their research findings 
indicate that the teachers’ beliefs about individual efficacy is either enhanced or limited 
by the teachers’ beliefs about the collective efficacy of the school organization (Goddard 
& Goddard, 2001).  At the group level, teachers are influenced by their beliefs about the 
collective capability of the school organization and the group-level beliefs about 
expectations.  The relationship between the teachers’ beliefs about self-efficacy and the 
group-level beliefs about the collective efficacy of the organization is a significant area of 
education scholarship that has lacked extensive academic study (Goddard & Goddard, 
2001). 
Future scholarship that explores the relationship between self-efficacy, the 
individual teacher, and collective efficacy (the school as a group), will be of significant 
importance.  The efficacy of a group is in direct relationship to the individual’s sense of 
efficacy.  The relationship between the group and the individual will help determine the 
effectiveness of collaborative efforts (Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Shachar & 
Shmuelevitz, 1997).   
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Specifically, the relationship between the individual and the group can be a 
crucial factor in determining whether collaboration will be an effective strategy in a 
specific school context.  As Cialdini (2007, 2009) argued, once an individual’s 
commitment to a course of action has been made, the group becomes a significant factor 
in influencing the individual toward practices and behaviors that maintain the initial 
commitment.  Caprara et al. (2003) noted that the individual teacher’s perception of the 
behaviors of other group members may account for significant variances in perceptions of 
institutional collective efficacy.  Thus, individuals within the group develop norms of 
behavior for the group’s collaborative efforts that create an environment in which group 
members’ behaviors shall be judged by the group (Goddard & Goddard, 2001).  Goddard 
and Goddard also argued that when an individual’s behaviors are inconsistent with the 
efforts of the group, the individual may face social censure and sanctioning.  Goddard 
and Goddard further noted that the pressures to perform at effective levels will be 
associated with sanctions for those individual teachers who do not meet the defined goals 
of the group.   
Collaboration requires a surrendering of control (Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001).  
Those participating in collaboration must be open to the perspectives of others and be 
willing to admit that they do not always know or have the right or best answer.  In   a 
collaborative culture, participants need to use their knowledge and skills rather than 
certificates or degrees (Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001).  Participants in the collaborative 
culture should overcome fear, and engage in conversations about the school’s core 
values, purpose, and vision.  These conversations can often lead to a clearer 
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understanding of things that set groups apart and help to break down barriers (Conzemius 
& O’Neill, 2001).   
Cefai (2008) believed that classroom teachers who promote collaboration among 
their peers while also participating in collaborative groups assist in creating a successful 
learning environment where students thrive, grow and achieve educationally, 
behaviorally, and socially.  Structured opportunities allow teachers to reflect upon their 
practice and have thoughtful exchanges of information with other educators (Hargreaves 
& Shirley, 2009).  These exchanges include discussions about current research and 
trends, which can allow a rediscovering of their personal and professional growth that 
originally led them to the profession. 
The collaborative team is the major component and primary unit for decision 
making (Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & Smith, 1994).  In a school setting, involving 
teachers collaboratively in the decision making process, particularly pertaining to 
difficult issues, will increase the chance for the decision to be accepted by all 
(Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  Learning organizations thrive best when working in teams.  
Participation and productivity are crucial entities in collaborative teams (Wheatley, 
1999).  Blanchard (2007) believed that collaborative teams accomplish work, make better 
decisions, solve problems that are more complex, enhance creativity, and build skills 
more than working in isolation. 
The concept of collaboration appears simple and obvious (Straus, 2002).  For 
people to work collaboratively in the organization they must receive skills, tools, and 
information.  Also, people must trust each other and be actively involved and included in 
all of the collaborative processes, which include creating a mission, value-driven system, 
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and a supportive work environment.  Straus (2002) believed that by accomplishing these 
tasks, people will respond and perform well beyond expectations.   
Krovetz and Arriaza (2006) reported that, “Schmoker stated that collaborative 
action research promises to reconfigure schools into intelligent spaces where traditionally 
private practice is transformed into public, where learning fertilizes ordinary 
conversation, where new realities are created on solid empirical evidence, and an 
evidence-based leadership flourishes” (p. 88).  Collaborative action creates a feeling of 
togetherness while facilitating conversation and generating respectful, professional 
interactions (Krovetz & Arriaza, 2006).  Collegiality and professionalism have been 
identified and associated with school improvement (Marzano, 2003). 
Importance of Student Achievement 
Raising student achievement is the ultimate goal of any instructional strategy, 
curriculum, or reform (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education, 2010).  Student 
achievement, in part, is based on increasing students’ knowledge and their preparedness 
for future endeavors.  Measuring and documenting student achievement has become more 
critical since the beginning of the standards-based education movement.  The bar for 
student achievement and school performance has been raised by state and federal 
systems.  The raised bar has increased reliance on standardized tests as an indicator of 
student achievement (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education, 2010).  Learning 
communities that establish collaboration among the teachers are making a significant 
contribution toward student achievement (Bloom & Stein, 2004).   
At the school level, collaboration and a focus on instruction affect productivity, 
morale, teacher retention, and ultimately, student achievement (Bloom & Stein, 2004).  
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When positive student activities are presented in a supportive and collaborative learning 
environment, students are encouraged to build upon each other’s ideas in productive and 
engaging ways (National School Climate Council, 2007).  In the best schools, teachers 
work together on a regular and structured schedule to examine their students’ needs 
(Bloom & Stein, 2004).  The most successful schools engage in honest and serious 
conversations about how the entire school community can work together to help students 
achieve instead of focusing on the school setting’s condescending  or defeatist attitudes 
(Glickman, 1993).  Moreover, collaborative teachers problem solve, share strategies and 
resources with each other, and work together to meet students’ needs (Bloom & Stein, 
2004).  All elements of collaborative practices are important to enhance school 
improvement and increase student achievement (Gamage, Adams, & McCormack 2009). 
Collaboration Defined 
Collaboration is a systematic process where educators work together to analyze 
and influence professional practice for the improvement of individual and collective 
student results (DuFour, 2003).  Montiel-Overall (2005) defined collaboration as the 
process of shared creation where two or more individuals with complementary skills 
interact to create a shared understanding that none had previously possessed or could 
have formulated on their own.  In essence, collaboration is a commitment to share 
resources, power, and talent.  The collaborative team is the basic building block of any 
organization (Pinchot & Pinchot, 1993).  Additionally, collaboration is not merely 
collegiality but also involves hard work and confronting tough questions (O’Donovan, 
2007).   
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During the collaboration processes, the collaborative team is the fundamental 
building block of the organization (DuFour & Eaker, 2008).  Collaboration is more than a 
process or a structure; teachers must be committed to core ideas about student learning.  
Terms such as collaboration, collaborative action, and collaborative problem solving refer 
to the process that people employ when working together in a group, organization, or 
community to plan, create, solve problems, and make decisions (Straus, 2002).  
Collaboration is achieved in small steps and is highlighted by a commitment from all 
teachers that all students will learn (O’Donovan, 2007).  Taking the initiative to begin 
interaction is one of the most common points in creating a collaborative culture (Fetzer, 
2003).  The beginnings of collaboration include volunteering ideas, observations, hard-to-
find standard compounds, and ideal samples to prove a new technique (Fetzer, 2003).   
People in all aspects of life’s work make decisions using collaborative 
approaches, which is required at all levels and all organizations, whether a corporation, 
small business, nonprofit organization, educational institution, government agency, or 
legislative body (Straus, 2002).  Collaborations are dynamic, learned experiences for all 
of those who are participating (Fetzer, 2003).  Each member of the collaborative group 
learns and teaches others in the areas of weaknesses and strengths of knowledge.  
Collaborative culture exists throughout all inter-relational aspects and areas of the school 
life including the following: gestures, jokes and stares that indicate sympathy and 
understanding, hard work and personal interest displayed throughout hallways and doors, 
and treating birthdays like important celebrations (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  Within 
collaborative cultures in schools, acceptance and interaction of personal and professional 
lives can be found as well as overt praise, recognition and gratitude, and sharing and 
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discussing of ideas and resources.  Failure and uncertainty in a collaborative culture do 
not have to be protected and defended but shared and discussed in an attempt to acquire 
help and support (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).   
Teachers do not need to expend time and energy protecting themselves in a 
collaborative culture (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  General agreement on educational 
values and tolerating disagreement are encouraged within limits in a collaborative 
culture.  Effective collaborative cultures in school are also places of hard work, common 
commitment, dedication, collective responsibility, and a special sense of pride throughout 
the institution (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).   
When collaboration occurs, those within the group feel that others listening to 
them is very therapeutic (Senge, 2000).  Comfortable collaborative groups also draw 
energy from each other and seek positive interaction and feedback.  Because problem 
solving has become complex, most individuals cannot successfully problem solve in 
isolation.  Many people considering alternatives is a better option than one person 
generating all of the ideas.  Collaboratively working in groups creates the ability to 
justify ideas with each other while cooperatively seeking strategies for solutions (Senge, 
2000). 
Many schools have isolated workplaces where teachers usually work by 
themselves, often not interacting with their colleagues while keeping instructional 
concerns and challenges to themselves (Peterson, 1994).  When this occurs in schools, 
teachers believe they are separate from each other and seldom share conversations and 
problems with other educators.  However, in some schools teachers verbally 
communicate professionally with each other regularly and share ideas, knowledge, 
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techniques, and participate in collaborative problem solving pertaining to classroom 
issues (Peterson, 1994).  Rosenholtz (1989) declared that the most important effect of 
teacher collaboration was the impact of the teacher’s uncertainty of the job, which can 
damage a teacher’s confidence.  Teachers working together to share technical knowledge 
and discovering common solutions to difficult problems is effective collaboration.  In a 
collaborative school culture, norms, values, beliefs, and assumptions sustain and support 
high-level collegiality, teamwork, and discussion about classroom problems and practices 
(Peterson, 1994). 
Historical Background of Collaboration 
The original, documented usage of the term collaboration occurred on October 30, 
1940, six days after Petain met with Hitler in the Montoire railway station and later 
announced on French radio that collaboration had been envisioned between France and 
Germany (Brook, 2005).  After that, collaboration was used as a term by which people 
denigrate a political cooperation with an occupying course.  Petain’s choice of language 
to characterize the arrangement he made with Hitler was not of his own devising.  The 
French army had signed an armistice with Germany four months earlier that committed 
French officials to abide by the decisions of German authorities and to collaborate 
faithfully with them (Brook, 2005).  Eventually, collaboration unraveled into a tangle of 
compromises that could not have been predicted when the war began.   
The study of collaboration has been identified with the history of World War II in 
Europe, but collaboration was not unique to Europe (Brook, 2005).  Three years before 
Petain met with Hitler, collaborative arrangements had been worked out at the far end of 
the Eurasian continent, at the mouth of the Yangtze River between China and Japan.  The 
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history of local collaboration between China and Japan is not a story most Chinese want 
to hear or recognize because of that time of Japanese atrocity and Chinese suffering.   
The beginning history of collaboration may, at times, have involved 
considerations of national honors and personal integrity that haunted the metropolitan 
politicians of the new regime, but most of the time, collaboration involved dealing with 
more mundane problems such as supplying food, organizing transportation, and arranging 
security (Brook, 2005).  Later, Chinese officials believed they needed to engage in the 
work of collaboration with Japan because their culture was advanced and its financial 
powers were great but their people were firm, sincere, and could serve as good neighbors 
and guides in their vast territory and fine culture (Brook, 2005).  The Chinese word for 
collaboration is hezuo, meaning to work together, implying a relationship of equality, or 
at least mutuality, between two parties acting in pursuit of a common goal.   
Additionally, the history of collaboration and resistance was internally determined 
by the struggle between political competitors, which Brook (2005) called humanitarian 
judgment.  This included those who believed war was wasteful and contained pointless 
violence as well as those who criticized some collaborators for helping to promote war 
and contributing to its rewards (Brook, 2005).  Thus, not everyone viewed collaboration 
as a positive approach, especially those who felt a moral obligation not to collaborate 
with wartime occupiers.   
The term culture of collaboration was first identified by Nias and came from 
research completed in British primary schools (Lavie, 2006).  The term refers to the 
relationship between staff as people and the ways in which their collective sense of 
purpose and commitment to fulfill their roles in schools are influenced.  Collaborative 
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groups should share a unity of purpose as the reason for their actions (Senge, 2000).  
During effective collaborative processes, group members develop a shared belief that 
they are responsible for forming a common sense of purpose and values.  Lavie (2006) 
stated that four interdependent beliefs guide the way individuals and groups in schools 
should relate: (a) valuing individuals as people, (b) valuing interdependence, (c) valuing 
safety, and (d) valuing openness.  The culture of collaboration does not emanate from 
beliefs and practices that teachers hold about curriculum and instruction; instead, it 
comes from teachers’ social and moral beliefs about relationships between individuals 
and the communities in which they live (Lavie, 2006).   
 Accountability for Student Performance 
With increased accountability for districts, the role of school boards in improving 
school achievement requires strategic policy making that places a great emphasis on 
student learning (Marzano & Waters, 2009).  The Washington State School Directors’ 
Association (2010) has a framework for leadership, governance, and systems thinking 
which centers around eight key actions to guide school boards in improving student 
achievement: vision, standards, assessment, accountability, alignment, climate, 
collaborative relationship, and continuous improvement.  DuFour and Eaker (2008) stated 
that the fundamental purpose of all schools is to guarantee that all students learn on high 
levels, which can only occur when educators become effective in achieving the 
fundamental purpose.  Schools will have trouble achieving the fundamental purpose if 
educators work in isolation.  New things taught or learned in isolation do not lead to 
changes in instructional practices (Schmoker, 2006).  Thus, school leaders and teachers 
must develop a collaborative culture within the school to ensure that all involved assume 
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collective responsibility for the learning of all students.  Hargreaves and Shirley (2009) 
believed that collaborative culture will result in an increase in new teacher retention and 
student successes.  Professional development, individual coaching, collegial planning for 
students, and collaboration of different departments contribute to an improved classroom 
climate, overall school culture, and more effective classroom instruction, benefiting all 
students (Karns, 2006).  When all involved in the collaborative process learn together, the 
team will ultimately produce a list of the most essential outcomes in each subject in 
which the members are committed to helping all students learn (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, 
& Karnhanek 2010).   
Teacher collaboration will not occur where organizational, political, or personal 
agendas exist (Inger, 1993).  If teacher collaboration is to be used and developed 
positively, school policy should support this process.  All of the school’s major 
operations, such as schedules, staff assignments, must be created with the focus on shared 
work and responsibilities (Inger, 1993).  All group members are responsible for a group 
decisions and its consequences when a collaborative approach is used (Glickman, 1993).  
Shared work must be valued, demonstrated, compelling, and challenging, and group 
accomplishments must be celebrated and recognized.   
According to Johnson (2006), an abundance of evidence exists that 
interdependent work among teachers can contribute to increased student achievement and 
teacher satisfaction.  Johnson believed that teachers place enormous value on the 
opportunity to work together with their colleagues.  To collaborate effectively with 
colleagues, teachers must know where they are going academically with students and the 
specific objectives they wish to accomplish (Hall & Simeral, 2008).  Furthermore, 
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collaborative teachers should meet regularly to establish goals for student learning and 
develop common team assessments to measure progress toward the goals (O’Donovan, 
2007).  In a study conducted in 1996 and 2001, teachers ranked cooperative, competent 
teacher colleagues/mentors as the most important factor helping with their work 
(National Education Association, 2003).  Effective collaboration involves collegial 
interactions that are supportive and non-judgmental, enabling teachers to share the work 
of their less successful students (Langer, Colton, & Goff, 2003).  This occurs when a 
culture is developed and established for collaboration.  School collaboration depends on a 
process that supports collegial work and continuous school improvement (Gideon, 2002). 
 Working collaboratively takes more time than working alone and requires all 
participants to recognize that they may have to set aside personal preferences while 
working with others who think differently (Friend & Pope, 2005).  In this construct, the 
work involved in teaching and the accountability for results must be shared.  The 
advantages of collegial actions are varied and substantial when schools are organized to 
support collaboration; additionally, when teachers work as colleagues, a greater 
coherence and integration to the daily work of teaching is produced.  Further, 
collaboration equips individual teachers, groups of teachers, and their schools for steady 
improvement.  Thus, collaboration helps to organize the school as an environment for 
learning to teach (Inger, 1993).   
Barth (1990) maintained that faculty collegiality is the most important factor in 
determining school success.  Hoerr (2005) believed in the premise of collegiality: if 
students are to grow and learn, adults must also grow and learn.  Schools that have active 
collegiality will promote creativity and passion where a teacher thrives and improves 
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every year.  Peterson (1994) stated that strong collegial relationships enhance 
productivity, staff development, and school improvement efforts.  Research has found 
that collegial systems create greater productivity toward school improvement efforts.  
Schools that have a strong emphasis on staff collegiality are focused on meaningful adult 
interactions pertaining to teaching students and helping them acquire knowledge 
(Glickman, 1993).  Within this collegiality, a mutual respect exists when staff 
concentrates on students’ best interests.  When educators are collegial, they agree to 
move beyond differences and work toward positive communications and discuss differing 
ideas directly and sensitively, while respecting one another.  Furthermore, collegiality 
increases the opportunity for change and improvement because collegial relationships 
provide strong sources of stimulation, motivation, and new ideas (Rosenholtz, 1989).   
Key behaviors were discovered in schools with strong collegial orientations.  In 
these types of schools, teachers valued professional relationships, shared ideas, and were 
comfortable exchanging new strategies and ideas.  Moreover, in these schools, teachers 
and administrators spent time observing and instructing each other in the art of teaching 
through formal and informal demonstrations.  These collaborative interactions can build a 
strong and shared language about teaching and learning that is direct and precise.  
Interactions among staff and administrators can result in more successful staff 
development, continual refining of instruction, and improved teaching (Peterson, 1994). 
A small but increasing amount of evidence implies that a positive relationship 
exists between teacher collaboration and student achievement (McClure, 2008).  
According to Little (1990), effective collaboration may lead to gains in student 
achievement, higher solutions to solving problems, increased self-efficacy among all staff 
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members, quality assistance to novice teachers, and a plethora of ideas, methods, and 
resources that all teachers will find beneficial.  A collaborative working environment is 
critical in creating and maintaining schools as professional learning communities 
(Leonard & Leonard, 2003).  Collaborative teachers in the best professional learning 
communities are committed to (a) transforming the learning that is responsible for results; 
(b) valuing each other as people in relationships of care, respect, and challenge; and (c) 
using quantifiable evidence and shared experience to inquire about instructional and 
learning issues and discuss ways to improve both (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). 
Student performances will be enhanced only when the instructional staff functions 
as a team and abandons its traditional norms of isolation and individualism (Leonard & 
Leonard, 2003).  The shared responsibility of teamwork and mutual support requires 
time, hard work, and skill development (Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001).  Educators must 
have a commitment to assist all students in their learning, and educators must look at this 
deed as a moral imperative and not a legal one (DuFour et al., 2010).  Educators should 
be dedicated to this commitment even if they are not legally bound to do so. 
Additionally, good structures and processes for teaming must be in place (DuFour 
et al., 2010).  Since collaboration is the heart of school improvement, knowledge and data 
must be used by all within the organization to affect the type of change needed to have a 
successful school and high achieving students.  Zepeda (2008) asserted that through 
collaboration the power to make a difference is shared by all the members of the 
community.  For effective collaboration to exist, no individual’s point of view dominates, 
authority for decisions and actions resides in the group, and work products reflect a 
blending of all participants’ thoughts and ideas (Montiel-Overall, 2005).  The 
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collaborative process includes all members of the group finding ways to encourage each 
other, believing in a new, unified point of view, and generally caring about the things in 
which they truly believe (Patterson et al., 2008). 
The Framework of Collaboration 
DuFour (2003) believed that teachers are not invited or encouraged to participate 
in collaboration; however, collaboration is embedded into the routine practices of the 
school.  Teachers can meet during the school day and organize into teams.  Collaboration 
will not happen automatically and must be purposeful, planned, and structured into the 
regular workday of teachers and administrators (Gideon, 2002).  Numerous meetings 
must be conducted as part of the collaborative action process (Straus, 2002).  These 
meetings can help determine the quality, productivity, and effectiveness of this process.  
All meetings at the beginning of the collaborative process must model the best of 
collaboration.  For example, three dimensions of success should be reached in all 
collaborative meetings: (a) results, (b) process, and (c) relationships (Straus, 2002).  To 
build a collaborative culture, professional learning communities do not need to consider 
if collaboration is needed but instead should discuss the topics and issues that should be 
collaborated among the team (DuFour, DuFour, & Eaker, 2008).   
 Collaboration is not merely creating a vision together while not complying with 
the vision of the principal; the articulation of different voices may create initial conflict, 
but as part of the collaborative process, conflicts must be addressed (Fullan & 
Hargreaves, 1991).  Montiel-Overall (2005) stated that collaboration is a mode of human 
engagement that involves a theoretical structure and framework that guides individuals 
and groups toward successful teamwork.  Collaboration is hard work that goes beyond 
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the course of the workday and should address issues and ideas that teachers find 
immediately helpful while being structured into the regular teacher workday (Gideon, 
2002).  Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) suggested that educators exercise caution regarding 
superficial and wasteful forms of collaboration as well as collaboration that results in 
questionable, impractical, or indefensible practices.  Educators are willing to collaborate 
because they recognize collaboration as one way for everyone in the school setting to 
support the vision of the school (Carr, Herman, & Harris, 2005). 
If teacher collaboration is to be successful, improving student achievement must 
be the primary goal (Blankstein, 2004).  Little will be accomplished if team members 
lack focus and direction on the goal of boosting students’ successes.  In working toward 
the primary goal, teachers should understand that desired outcomes must be set and 
clarified through their collaborative efforts (Blankstein, 2004).  The expectation is for 
every collaborative meeting to be productive and enlightening in working toward student 
achievement.  To make only a structural change is not sufficient to create collaboration 
among leaders (Blankstein, 2004).  Instead, a shift in culture must be valued and must 
include collaborative teaming as an effective way to assist students in improvements in 
learning.  Additionally, the members of the collaborative team must clarify the 
expectations at the beginning while also understanding their roles in the collaborative 
process toward the goal (Blankstein, 2004). 
Thus, collaboration of teachers is crucial to school improvement and must be part 
of the regular work of teachers and administrators while actually implementing teacher 
recommendations (Gideon, 2002).  Moreover, teachers should be publicly recognized for 
all of their successes.  Collaboration develops over time, and the integration of trust 
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becomes the best way for a school to operate (Gideon, 2002).  In the beginning, teachers 
will be hesitant, and administrators will be tempted to take charge.  However, for 
collaboration to be successful all teachers must participate and administrators must be 
willing to honor various viewpoints (Gideon, 2002).  Principals cannot take charge of 
group decisions but should provide time and space for faculty to process and share 
thoughts, explore resources and challenges, and then make their own judgments and 
decisions (Gideon, 2002).  If school leaders are providing time for professional learning 
communities but are not allowing collaboration time, some delusional beliefs may occur 
(Reeves, 2009).  During the collaborative processes if accountability among the group is 
not insured, the group could be engaged in a fantasy of collaboration.   
Collaborative schools pursue improvement with increased precision and focus 
(Fullan, 2008).  Collaborative cultures recognize teachers’ purpose (Fullan & Hargreaves, 
1991).  Disagreement is more prevalent and occurs more often within a collaborative 
culture, especially as purpose, values, and their relationship to practices are explored.  
Within this disagreement is a fundamental security that allows openness in discussion and 
temporary disagreements with the understanding that staff relationships will not be 
threatened (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  Analyzing values and purposes does not occur 
merely once in a collaborative culture but must be a continuous process that is pervasive 
throughout the entire school.  However, disagreement also occurs based on broad 
agreement of core values and directions that staff members develop over time.  More 
importantly, purposes that are developed in a collaborative culture attain most of their 
strength by being developed and shared by colleagues (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  
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Collaborative cultures also celebrate the teacher as a person while respecting and making 
necessary allowances. 
Hence, people in a collaborative environment feel appreciated, valued, and 
respected, and the collaborative process brings out the best in them (Conzemius & 
O’Neill, 2001).  Teacher collaboration, a type of professional development, relies on 
teachers taking more control over their work, freely releasing knowledge and expertise, 
developing critical judgments, and taking full responsibility for student learning (Wood, 
2007).  Teachers working collaboratively in professional learning communities are more 
likely to improve student learning than will teachers working alone.  A collaborative 
process allows all staff members a voice in determining the work that is needed to 
address effective school wide teaching and student learning, which will benefit the entire 
school community (Glickman, 1993).  When teachers work successfully together, they 
develop a sense of efficacy (Wood, 2007).   
 Team learning is a discipline of practices designed for the people on the team to 
think and act together (Senge, 2000).  During the team learning process, members do not 
need to think alike because, most likely, that will never occur; however, team members 
can learn to be effective working together through regular practices and interactions.  For 
example, Edison was asked why he was a prolific inventor, and he responded that his 
success was a result of what he called the multiplier effect (Schmoker, 1999).  Edison 
placed his team of inventors near each other to encourage them to consult with one 
another so that each member of the team benefited from the collective intelligence of the 
group.  Additionally, team learning involves transforming day-to-day communication 
skills and existing conversations into new ways of interacting (Senge, 2000).  Although 
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people like to keep their individuality, in a collaborative culture their efforts will 
naturally flow in a common direction.  During successful team learning processes, the 
group wastes less time and effort reaching commonality because they understand each 
other more thoroughly and completely.  Even if all the group members do not agree, they 
have enough familiarity with each other so that any of them can speak for the group as a 
whole on different topics without consulting one another first (Senge, 2000).  
Collaborative cultures have consensus regarding educational values but still have an 
understanding that disagreement is not only acceptable but is actively encouraged in 
some situations and to certain extents (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).   
The most intriguing collaboration occurs when the exchange of ideas crosses 
numerous disciplinary boundaries (Fetzer, 2003).  Rapid discoveries occur in effective 
collaboration when a technique is first applied to another discipline.  Lavie (2006) 
believed that school-based teacher collaboration is the central argument of restructuring 
discourses.  Collaboration among professionals, including collaboration between groups, 
is a critical element for the development of school-based professional communities.  
Effective collaboration affects student achievement in a positive manner when co-
laboring and collective inquiry focus on the right work (DuFour et al., 2010).  Even in 
schools where collaboration is most successful, not all collaboration is necessary good 
(Blankstein, 2004).  Collaboration must be done within the framework of the school’s 
overall goals.   
Collaboration has been most effective in schools that incorporate open-ended 
inquiry from inside and outside the collaborative team (Blankstein, 2004).  During the 
collaborative processes, roles are defined by students’ needs and by what the school is 
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attempting to accomplish (Lambert, 1998).  These roles must also be blended and 
complementary.  School-based teacher collaboration stimulates greater improvement in 
teaching and learning and facilitates the implementation of effective change (Little, 
1990).  Moreover, teacher collaboration provides possibilities for new models for 
professional development based on shared reflection in the work place (Lieberman, 
1996).  Teacher collaboration is also connected with positive increases in teachers’ sense 
of self-efficacy (Tarter, Sabo, & Hoy, 1995). 
Educators have given much thought to ways of strengthening and invigorating the 
educational system (Edutopia, 2005).  Common ideas for school improvement eventually 
emerged.  Project-based learning, integrated studies, and comprehensive assessment are 
some of the ways to improve education.  Additionally, another method to improve 
schools is for educators to use cooperative learning.  In this process, educators, guided by 
trained teachers, work together on project teams and learn to manage emotions, resolve 
conflict in groups, and collaborate (Edutopia, 2005).  Teachers rarely engage in the 
rigorous, mutual examination of teaching and learning and in cases where collaboration 
occurs, the process is fragile (Inger, 1993).  However, where collaboration exists, 
teachers are enthusiastic and positively persuaded about these interactions.  Effective 
teamwork creates a supportive environment conducive to reaching a common goal that 
cannot be accomplished alone (Danielson, 2002).   
 Newmann and Weblage (1995) concluded that having a professional community 
among teachers is a required part for school improvement.  Louis, Kruse, and Marks 
(1996) concluded that high-performing schools also had strong professional communities 
in which teachers’ pedagogical strengths could be reinforced by the norms and practices 
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of the professional community.  Colleagues share, connect, meet, and learn from each 
other in a collaborative environment (Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001).  Furthermore, 
colleagues must understand that hiding or distorting information will not lead to real 
improvement.  Risk taking, innovation, and failures are opportunities for colleagues to 
acquire deeper learning.  Developing a school culture conducive to teaching and learning 
through shared leadership and decision making, collaboration, and risk taking will lead to 
continuous improvements and student successes (Gamage et al., 2009). 
The U.S. Department of State (2010) identified seven norms of collaborative 
work.  Pausing provides wait time, which has been shown to improve dramatically the 
critical thinking of students.  Pausing also creates a relaxing yet purposeful atmosphere.  
Furthermore, pausing can be an excellent indicator of productive collaboration.  
Paraphrasing helps members of the team hear and understand each other as they analyze 
data and make decisions.  Paraphrasing is also effective when group tension and 
individual anger are reduced.  Probing seeks to clarify the precision of a group and helps 
contribute to trust building because group members explore ideas worthy of 
consideration.  Putting forward ideas is vital for collaborative groups to nurture self-
confidence and courage.  Because ideas are the heart of a meaningful discussion, groups 
must be comfortable to present information by analyzing, comparing, predicting, and 
applying.   
Paying attention to self and others helps to facilitate collaborative work (U.S. 
Department of State, 2010).  All members of the group are aware of not only what they 
are saying but also how others are responding to what is being said.  The group should 
not be judgmental but curious about others’ impressions and understandings.  Without the 
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norm of presuming positive presuppositions, the rest is meaningless.  The assumption is 
that other team members will act with positive and constructive intentions, even though 
there may be disagreement about the ideas.  This norm also promotes healthy 
disagreement and reduces the likelihood of misunderstandings and emotional conflicts 
within the group.  Finally, putting a balance between advocacy and inquiry is a necessary 
component of collaborative work.  Highly effective teams attempt this balance to provide 
greater understanding.  Maintaining this balance with the collaborative group will 
promote a more positive, genuine learning community (U.S. Department of State, 2010). 
DuFour et al. (2008) believed that four critical categories of questions of learning 
are the basis of collective inquiry and effective collaborative teams: (a) What do 
educators want students to learn?  What knowledge, skills, and disposition do educators 
expect students to acquire as a result of the applicable course of unit of education?  (b) 
How will educators know if all students are learning the essential skills and concepts that 
are deemed most important?  (c) How will educators respond when students do not learn?  
What processes will be put in place to ensure that all students receive additional time and 
support for learning?  (d) How will educators enrich and extend learning for those 
students who are already proficient?  
Straus (2002) believed that the true success in the collaborative process is not how 
fast a solution can be generated but how rapidly the solution can be implemented.  Straus 
also felt that two questions are integral to those participating in the collaborative process: 
Whose support is needed for the group and who has the ability to sabotage the 
collaborative process?  Once the answers to these questions can be obtained, all of the 
people who have a stake in the collaborative process may influence its effectiveness.  If 
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the appropriate people are brought together in constructive ways with good information, 
they will have the ability to generate authentic visions and strategies for addressing the 
issues of the organization (Chrislip & Larson, 1994).   
Collaboration Benefits 
Evidence is overwhelming for the benefits of collaboration.  The complex work of 
teaching cannot be accomplished, even by the most knowledgeable educators, by 
working alone (Little, 1990).  In typical schools, teachers’ practice is limited to their own 
experiences without any input from other educators.  These boundaries cause a 
conservative approach that works against innovation and risk at a time when change is 
necessary (Little, 1990).  The appropriate type of collegiality and collaboration can result 
in the following improvements for teachers and students: (a) remarkable gains in 
achievement; (b) higher quality solutions to problems; (c) increased confidence among all 
members of the school community; (d) the ability to examine and test new ideas, 
methods, and material; and (d) more assistance to beginning teachers (Little, 1990).  
Promoting collaboration tends to support professional communities and positive 
exchanges that cultivate strong ties among stakeholders in high-performing schools 
(National Education Association, 2007).  Furthermore, regular communication and 
collaboration among teachers and staff remove barriers to student learning.   
Popkewitz and Myrdal (1991) found in a teacher collaboration study of urban 
schools, that the isolation of the classroom was broken when teachers worked together, 
resulting in feelings of effectiveness, satisfaction, and excitement about teaching.  The 
results of isolation can vary from teacher to teacher (Schmoker, 2006).  Isolated teachers 
never confront the idea that other teachers may be much more effective than they are, nor 
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do they believe that most of their teaching is inferior.  Moreover, the isolation of teachers 
reflects the idea that highly unprofessional practices are tolerated (Schmoker, 2006).   
Collegiality and collaboration help to prevent new teachers from experiencing the 
notion of sink-or-swim and trial-and-error ordeals (Inger, 1993).  School leaders who 
provide collaborative opportunities to novice and veteran teachers can improve teacher 
retention and teacher satisfaction (McClure, 2008).  New teachers are more likely to stay 
in schools that have an integrated professional culture, where new teachers and their 
needs are recognized, and they share responsibility with veteran teachers for student 
success.  Lower turnover rates occur among beginning teachers in school settings that 
promote mentoring programs and collegial support.  Teacher collaboration also prevents 
experienced teachers from experiencing end-of-the-year burnout while assisting with 
stimulating enthusiasm.  Urban schoolteachers are faced with numerous types of student 
issues that can increase the risk of burnout (Inger, 1993).  In challenging school settings, 
teacher collaboration can play a vital role in helping staff handle their daily 
responsibilities easier and maintain more control over their professional and personal 
lives. 
Effective collaboration includes a world of ideas, examining current practices 
critically, looking for better alternatives, and working together to bring about 
improvements while assessing the value of those improvements (Fullan & Hargreaves, 
1991).  Collaboration benefits students through improved learning and increased clarity 
about their intended outcomes (Langer et al., 2003).  Another direct impact for students is 
that occasionally their instruction and learning is planned by more than one teacher.  The 
teachers have the opportunity to model collaborative behavior for the students either 
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through co-teaching or by participating as members of a school team (Sevier, 1992).  
Studies have confirmed that a payoff for students occurs when their teachers work 
together, and the school is an interdependent workplace (Johnson, 2006).  Langer et al. 
stated that the most important benefit to collaboration is that at-risk students tend to learn 
more. 
Schools should accept parents as collaborative partners and encourage them to 
participate actively in decision-making processes (Cefai, 2008).  Parents must be kept 
informed about what is occurring in schools so they can participate from a position of 
knowledge and information.  Cefai noted that schools can best achieve their objectives 
through collaboration with parents.  Parents found benefits of collaboration included 
clarity about learning targets and student progress (Langer et al., 2003).  With 
collaboration, parents are able to have access to detailed information about their students’ 
learning, which will allow them to document their growth and performances throughout 
the year.  Parents who work with teachers are viewed as having valuable insight to 
contribute to decision-making processes and can be given strong influence over decisions 
that are made (Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  Therefore, parental involvement and their 
collaborative partnership with educators are meaningful in all teaching and learning 
processes (Cefai, 2008). 
Some teachers view collaboration as an opportunity to problem solve with other 
teachers (Inger, 1993).  Teachers also are better prepared to support one another’s 
strengths and accommodate weaknesses by working together.  They are able to reduce 
their individual planning time while developing a bank of ideas and materials.  By 
participating in formal and informal training sessions, study groups, and crucial 
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conversations about teaching, educators receive the opportunity to become more 
knowledgeable together (Inger, 1993).  When assessing the impact of their collaborative 
efforts towards student learning, both librarians and teachers stated that because of their 
team efforts, students were able to gain information and insight more efficiently and 
effectively than in the past (Lange et al., 2003).   
One important aspect of teacher collaboration involves the opportunity teachers 
are given to interact with one another discussing instructional issues (Sevier, 1992).  
Teachers should demonstrate a heightened commitment to improve student success and 
feel more confident in their personal ability to support student learning because of 
collaboration (Langer et al., 2003).  Teachers also can benefit by being more willing to 
consider factors that may affect their students’ learning and thus less likely to write off 
factors as out of their control.  Moreover, teachers will be more willing to try to 
overcome the barriers that interfere with learning (Langer et al., 2003).  Schools are 
better prepared and organized as they examine new ideas, methods, and materials (Inger, 
1993).  In addition to becoming adaptable and self-reliant, the teachers are able to gain 
knowledge about their curriculum, students, methods, assessments, and contextual factors 
due to collaboration (Langer et al., 2003).  The time that teachers invest in the 
collaboration experience can result in reaching a significant number of students (Lange et 
al., 2003). 
Another important aspect of teacher collaboration is the friendships and emotional 
connections that arise among teachers (Nathan, 2008).  These connections, however, do 
not substitute for the professional support and growth that is needed.  Teachers who work 
closely and collaboratively together are more adaptable and self-sufficient (Inger, 1993).  
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The result of this collaboration will produce energy, organizational skills, and shared 
resources that will normally fatigue an individual teacher.  Furthermore, this type of 
collaborative environment will generate new ideas and promote continuous learning that 
improves teacher effectiveness in the classroom setting (Inger, 1993).  Teachers need 
structured time to share, write, and talk about their teaching and their students (Nathan, 
2008).  Without collaboration, teaching is an individual activity that often leads to 
negative outcomes for teachers and students.  A healthy professional learning community 
usually maintains focus on student achievement, common ownership, and responsibility 
for achievement and successes.   
When teachers are working collaboratively, they gain a deeper understanding of 
the students who require additional assistance and might benefit from a more intensive 
intervention (Sevier, 1992).  Thomas (1997), in a study that involved the staff in 
decisions that affected the development of a collaborative school climate, found a 
statistically significant relationship between teacher morale and student achievement.  
Styron and Nyman (2008) stated that collaboration among those in the learning 
community is vital in maintaining a productive school climate.  Effective collaboration 
eases the strain of staff turnover by providing systematic professional assistance to 
beginners and by explicitly acclimating all new comers, including veteran teachers, to 
staff values, traditions, and resources (Inger, 1993).   
Collaborative cultures support a shared sense of purpose, a focus on long-term 
improvement, and a support system among professionals who share problems, ideas, 
materials, and solutions (Peterson, 1994).  Although collaborative cultures are not easy to 
develop, they provide substantial and meaningful settings where teachers develop 
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knowledge of their craft and a deep connection to fellow educators, parents, and students.  
Schools where collaboration is occurring are exciting and rewarding places for teachers 
because instruction and curriculum are regularly being refined and developed (Peterson, 
1994).   
Collaboration does not have to embody unpleasant aspects (Straus, 2002).  When 
individuals work together to solve problems, plan visions for the future, or make 
decisions, they can actually have enjoyable and energizing experiences.  Moreover, a 
well-organized collaborative effort resembles a chemical reaction that creates more 
energy than is used.  An effective collaborative effort makes all within the group feel 
energized, not exhausted or drained.  When a group agrees on its direction, commitment, 
and capability, a release of energy occurs.  Because of the energy, not only do team 
members benefit by the process but also so do the entire organization and community 
(Straus, 2002).  The energy also fuels the collaborative effort during rough times.   
Through collaborative actions, higher quality ideas and solutions can be produced 
more than when individuals work alone (Straus, 2002).  People who are affected by 
decisions, have relevant information, or have the power to block the decisions are more 
likely to support the decision if involved in the decision-making process.  Collaborative 
action is a natural outgrowth of a stakeholder’s right to voice healthy responses in work 
places and democratic societies (Straus, 2002).   
Collaborative culture develops and maintains comfortable and positive work 
environments (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  Collaborative cultures also raise student 
achievement by empowering teachers and reducing their uncertainties of the job that 
would otherwise be faced in isolation.  Collaborative cultures eventually result in a 
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commitment to change and improvement while also creating teacher communities who 
no longer have a desire for isolation.  Accepting change is no longer an option between 
uncritical or unconsidered rejection; in collaborative cultures, teachers collectively gain 
confidence to respond critically to change while also selecting and utilizing elements that 
will aid improvement and enhance their work while rejecting those elements that will not 
(Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991). 
Successful collaborative cultures contain many positive features (Peterson, 1994).  
Collaboration allows regular opportunities to address continuous improvement 
(Rosenholtz, 1989).  Opportunities for career-long learning can occur with effective 
collaboration, which reduces the sense of uncertainty that is associated with teaching.  
Because of collaboration, more emphasis is usually placed on team teaching and shared 
decision making (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  Collaboration promotes planning 
cooperatively, sharing resources and supplies, and developing a common sense of 
accomplishment.  Furthermore, collaboration provides increased confidence to teachers 
and heightens their commitment to improvement (Rosenholtz, 1989).  Teachers who use 
collaboration believe in defining and communicating continuous self-renewal.   
Teachers also benefit through improved interpersonal knowledge and skills by 
experiencing the increased motivation that comes through the efficiencies of sharing 
work with others (Bloom & Stein, 2004).  Thus, students benefit when teachers practice 
collaboration with one another.  Collaboration allows leaders to share common issues of 
curriculum and assessment and to problem solve around shared concerns (Bloom & 
Stein, 2004).  Collaboration has many positive components including student centered 
conversations and teachers supportive of each other (O’Donovan, 2007).   
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Peterson (1994) stated that the newest research connects collegiality and 
collaboration to positive student outcomes.  Success is more likely to occur when 
teachers work collaboratively on activities that address improvement of schools.  The 
level of commitment, energy, and motivation will probably be greater if change efforts 
are implemented more easily when teachers and administrators work together (Peterson, 
1994).  To provide support and help for those working in a collaborative environment, 
failure, mistakes, and work uncertainty are not protected and defended but openly shared, 
discussed, and examined.   
Schools that use collaboration have educator relationships and behaviors that 
support quality work of students and effective classroom instruction (Peterson, 1994).  
Where collaboration exists, educators can share more complex problem solving 
approaches while extensively sharing knowledge.  As colleagues offer support and 
feedback during effective collaborative practices, greater risk-taking and experimentation 
happens more freely (Peterson, 1994).  Positive collaboration results in a more defined, 
technical language among educators that can result in transferring knowledge more 
quickly.  Peterson found teachers who participated in the collaboration process had 
increased satisfaction with their jobs while more easily identifying with their schools. 
Milbury (2005) listed important reasons for collaboration.  When teachers 
collaborate, student achievement increases because of the involvement with the 
integration, organization, and demonstration of effective use of online and traditional 
resources.  During the collaboration processes, teachers can model successful and 
desirable practices.  Effective collaboration reinforces the educators’ roles as leaders 
because of the confidence that can be instilled (Milbury, 2005).  Teacher collaboration 
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can assist with guaranteeing ethical use of information and its integration into instruction.  
Collaboration with teachers can produce skills pertaining to critical thinking and 
synthesis of information.  The collaborative process allows educators to practice 
important skills related to collaborative processes.  Educators are forced to learn new 
information, important resources, and tools that can result in student productivity and 
effective presentations and assignments.  Moreover, effective collaboration allows 
teachers to display their collaborative skills to other teachers, which could result in a 
positive impression and may encourage those other teachers to collaborate.  Thus, 
Milbury concluded that collaboration among teachers is a powerful experience and an 
important resource and service to students. 
One of the types of collegiality, joint work, provides the opportunity for teachers 
to develop deeper and closer connections to other staff members while building 
productive working relationships (Peterson, 1994).  Joint work is the most extended form 
of collegiality because teachers pursue a course of action together regarding such things 
as collaborative planning, peer coaching, mentoring, and, occasionally, action research.  
Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) noted that joint work creates stronger interdependence, 
shared responsibility, collective commitment and improvement, and more readiness for 
teachers to participate in critique of their colleagues’ work.  Other examples of joint work 
include collaboration on school improvement planning, engaging in coaching and 
mentoring, working on interdisciplinary units, and discussions pertaining to professional 
topics of interest (Peterson, 1994).  These forms of joint work shape and reinforce 
collaborative cultures by allowing teachers time to interact about teaching concerns, 
openness and trust, and making educational philosophies more clear and concise.   
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Collaboration Challenges 
A major barrier to the collaborative process is the prevalent image of schools 
organized into independent classrooms led by separate instructors who are responsible for 
the learning of their students but not for students in other classrooms (DuFour et al., 
2008).  Collaboration can be an unpleasant experience for many people because they do 
not know how to collaborate effectively (Straus, 2002).  Collaboration, an art that needs 
to be learned, is based on a few powerful principles.  However, most people are not 
familiar with or have ever been taught those principles.  For example, schools teach what 
is to be learned and what facts and formulas are to be memorized, but schools rarely 
teach how to learn (Straus, 2002).  Because some individual learning does not occur, 
troubles exist when attempting to solve problems collaboratively.  Teachers have reported 
that barriers exist when attempting to use collaboration and meaningful interactions when 
learning does not occur (Leonard & Leonard, 2003).  Collaborative participants felt that 
these barriers affected shared work activities among participants.  Participants further 
noted that one of the prominent concerns with collaboration was the issue of time, which 
was a major problem because schools had so many programs and events that no time 
remained for group planning and professional collaboration due to involvement in other 
activities. 
The collaboration process can have burdens and overwhelming factors (Lambert, 
1998).  Collaboration can also be time-consuming if all members use this process for 
making every decision.  Additionally, if the members spend all their time attending 
meetings for all decisions, all outcomes will seem equally important which could be 
viewed as a weakness in this process (Lambert, 1998).  When using the collaborative 
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process, structures must be in place to determine the difference between routine work and 
more involved, complicated work. 
Leonard and Leonard (2003) noted that other obstacles exist pertaining to 
collaborative practice.  Issues such as lack of commitment by teachers, teachers’ 
attitudes, and the lack of compensation were also barriers in collaborative practices.  
Participants were concerned about other participants being lazy by wishing to avoid 
additional work as well as others who preferred working alone and remaining in their 
comfort zone.  DuFour, DuFour, and Eaker (2005) made the case that research and 
support of the benefits of collaboration is vast as is the research that connects 
collaborative culture to school improvement.  However, despite this evidence, it is 
normal for teachers in public schools to work in isolation as separate teachers, like 
independent subcontractors. 
Other participants in collaborative practices also expressed concerns regarding 
resistance to change, competition among others for high test scores, and a genuine lack of 
interest about doing things differently (Leonard & Leonard, 2003).  Collaborative 
participants also stated that other barriers to collaborative practices included tight 
scheduling, particularly in smaller schools; personality conflicts among teachers; and a 
lack of administrative support.  Riordan and da Costa (1998) conducted five studies on 
leadership and collaboration and reported a lack of administrative support to be central to 
the results.  They further found that the absence of time explained why collaborative 
interactions were uncommon among school educators.  Moreover, some teachers believed 
that a lack of direction from the district level posed problems for collaborative 
engagement.   
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 In schools where educators have a culture of comfortable collaboration, that 
culture restricts true collaboration because teachers stay out of deeper, more extended 
relationships that could result in problem solving, exchange of knowledge of the craft, 
and professional support (Peterson, 1994).  Comfortable collaboration can also be thin 
and superficial with teachers sharing some resources, some instructional strategies, or 
small bits of wisdom, but they avoid deeper discussion of instruction, curriculum, long-
range planning, and shared purposes.  When collegial interchanges occur within 
comfortable collaboration, the focus is on immediate, short-term issues that are not likely 
to solve the more serious problems facing teachers (Peterson, 1994).  While comfortable 
collaboration may seem pleasant, teachers, especially those in urban schools, do not 
discover or share deeper knowledge or solve issues that are more complex.  Collegial 
relationships do not develop quickly in urban schools.  The structure and norms in urban 
schools usually discourage strong, lasting collaborative relationships (Peterson, 1994).  
Educators experience mistakes with collaboration when the focus of collaboration is 
viewed as the end, rather than being viewed as the means to an end (DuFour et al., 2010).   
Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) declared that just because collaboration exists in a 
school setting does not mean that collaborative processes are occurring in proper forms.  
Specific types of collaboration are negative in nature and should be avoided.  Some forms 
of collaboration are wastes of time while others are way stations that are surpassed for 
other ambitious forms (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  The three most doubtful forms of 
collaboration are balkanization, individualistic, and contrived collegiality because these 
can prompt negativism within the culture (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996).   
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A balkanized culture contains deep-rooted cliques within the staff or team, where 
small groups of people adapt a particular technique or ideology that conflicts with groups 
with opposing ideas (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996).  This type of culture reflects different 
group outlooks on learning, teaching, strategies, discipline, and curriculum (Fullan & 
Hargreaves, 1991).  In an individualistic culture, teachers in this type of learning 
environment develop individual practices, techniques, and classroom management 
philosophy and may not consider the pertinent experience of their colleagues (Fullan & 
Hargreaves, 1996).  Moreover, teachers in individualistic cultures believe the intrusion of 
other adults in their classrooms is deemed an intrusion of privacy, and they may not feel 
the need for collaboration, especially if their students are performing well.   
Teachers appear to be collaborating in a contrived collegiality culture (Fullan & 
Hargreaves, 1996).  While they may spend time in meetings, teachers in this culture do 
not focus on deeper issues pertaining to teaching and learning.  In essence, teachers work 
together on the surface only, without challenging or changing their own beliefs or 
approaches to teaching and learning.   
Collaboration will not lead to student achievement or improved results unless 
educators are continually focusing on the right issues (DuFour et al., 2008).  Therefore, 
the following crucial components should be considered by collaborative teams regarding 
student learning: (a) the knowledge and skills that are expected to be learned by course, 
grade level, and unit of instruction; (b) knowing that each student is learning the concepts 
and dispositions that are most essential; (c) responding to students when some of them do 
not learn and determining the process to be used to support student learning in a timely 
and systematic way; and (d) enriching, challenging, and extending learning for successful 
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students (DuFour et al., 2008).   Collaborative cultures do not always result in learning 
and achievement (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009).  When the concentration is placed on 
planning staff social activities, creating student behavior policies, or exchanging test 
preparation strategies, the collaborative culture merely becomes a distraction from the 
core purpose of the collaborative process.  Effective collaboration is not always easy 
because of the occasional measure of difficulty and discomfort (Fullan & Hargreaves, 
1991).  Warm, trusting, and open relationships can be a very challenging process and 
difficult to develop.  Improvement efforts must go beyond cooperative decision making, 
planning and sharing experiences, supportive interpersonal relationships, and mutual 
observations.   
Often times, educators substitute congeniality for collaboration (Barth, 2006).  
When the educators are participating in a book study or getting along with one another, 
they are content with that level of teacher collaboration.  Collaboration can serve to 
enable rather than to improve the status quo, to reinforce the negative culture instead of 
improving the culture, and to reiterate flawed assumptions rather than subject educators 
to collective inquiry (DuFour et al., 2008).  A collaborative culture can become an 
environment for educators to participate in griping, formulating petty grievances, and a 
reaffirming resignation and helplessness.  Fullan (2001) warned educators that if their 
focus is not on the right and proper things, they may end up being powerfully wrong.   
Collaborative cultures do not formulate quickly (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  
Collaborative cultures can also be unappealing to administrators who are looking for 
rapid solutions to issues and problems.  Time and space make collaborative cultures 
difficult to develop as a part of regular school life.  Moreover, collaborative cultures can 
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result in unpredictable consequences and results (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  The 
curriculum that is developed, the learning that will occur, and the goals that will be 
created cannot be always confidently predicted in a collaborative culture.   
Because schools are hurting, working together is more needed now than ever 
(Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  Although collaboration is automatically an attractive idea 
of change, failed solutions, at times, may also exist.  Changes toward effective 
collaboration are deep and complex.  Just because collaboration exists does not mean an 
on going culture of collaboration occurs instantly.  Some types of collaboration are best 
avoided while some waste time and have limited impact (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  
Moreover, some forms of collaboration may be regarded as a one-way means in pursuit 
of a more ambitious agenda.   
Leaders face challenges during in the collaborative process (Straus, 2002).  The 
leader must guide and support collaboration from all aspects.  This can occur if the leader 
aligns the following key components of the collaborative process: organizational 
structure, information systems, reward systems, strategies, values, skills, leadership, and 
culture.  The effective collaborative leader trusts and involves people within the group 
while equipping them with skills, tools, and information to work collaboratively (Straus, 
2002).  A link between trust and school effectiveness can create a healthy school climate 
and increase student tests performances (Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  Trust also contributes 
to the effectiveness of an organization, where open communication must occur.  Teacher 
collaboration cannot become part of an authentic reform process if people involved do 
not trust each other (Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  To build trust in teacher collaboration 
processes, five facets must be present: benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and 
51 
 
openness.  The nature of the interdependence among principals, teachers, students, and 
parents must contain judgments of trust (Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  Most importantly, 
collaborative leaders create a mission and a value-driven, supportive work environment. 
Role of Educators in the Collaboration Process 
 DuFour et al. (2010) stated that the development of the collaborative team process 
can create a format for leadership.  When the collaborative team process occurs in a 
school, a number of people should assume the responsibility for leading.  The 
collaborative team process is designed to encourage situational leadership; for example, if 
the team discovers that a member has expertise in a content area or in meeting the needs 
of a specific kind of learner, that person takes temporary leadership based upon that 
expertise rather than because of a position (DuFour et al., 2010).  Hence, all teachers in 
the building have the potential to acquire a leadership role. 
 Two conditions must be evident and are crucial in making teacher collaboration 
possible: interdependence and opportunity (Inger, 1993).  Teachers acquire most of the 
motivation and rewards from the actual day-to-day work of teaching.  The 
interdependence that teachers find among each other will help them manage better and 
enjoy more the rewards of teaching and the investment of time.   
Straus (2002) believed that a collaborative organization can only exist if the 
leader is dedicated to collaboration and acts in concert with the collaborative values.  A 
true collaborative environment must be supported and promoted from the top of an 
organization.  The principal plays a huge role in the collaboration process.  Effective 
principals construct processes where important decisions occur through collaboration 
(Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  A good leader should be able to bring out the best in others 
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(Conzemius & O’Neill, 2001).  The best teacher collaboration occurs in schools where 
the principal and other leaders share the belief that interdisciplinary teams are the most 
beneficial for students (Inger, 1993).  Recent collaboration philosophy expresses the need 
for principals and teachers to share decision-making authority genuinely (Tschannen-
Moran, 2000).  Higher quality decisions are a goal of this joint collaboration of principals 
and teachers.  Effective collaboration must involve leaders who clearly communicate why 
teacher collaboration is essential in improving student improvement (Inger, 1993).  
Moreover, for collaborative teams to be effective, leadership must be shared and 
distributed among teachers and administrators.   
Teachers need administrative support during the collaboration process to improve 
the likelihood that their work will raise student achievement significantly (O’Donovan, 
2007).  Thomas (1997), in a review of management styles in relation to school 
effectiveness, found that collaboration was the leadership style that had the greatest 
impact on teacher morale.  Thomas concluded that the role of the principal has resulted in 
a need for teachers to accept increased responsibility for leadership within the school.  
The most pressing task facing principals in some urban schools is to develop a sense of 
community among all stakeholders (Thompson & McKelvy, 2007).  Effective principals 
spend considerable time holding teachers accountable for student performances while 
encouraging them to become involved in problem-solving meetings, the creation of 
collaborate working environments, and establishing stronger and more trusting 
relationships (Gamage et al., 2009).   
If leaders create collaborative teams that are not genuine and authentic, great 
damage can be done to the overall school culture (DuFour & Marzano, 2011).  The 
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collaborative process will be ineffective if teams are selected based on friendships or if 
the teams have common interests that have nothing to do with teaching or learning.  The 
collaborative team is not random people who occasionally meet merely to have a topic of 
conversation.  A collaborative team works interdependently to develop a common goal 
where all members are equally accountable (DuFour & Marzano, 2011).   
The main role of school leadership is to develop collaborative cultures where 
teachers are empowered to analyze problems and work both together and separately, so 
that they can understand and examine the issues that cause the problems (Fullan & 
Hargreaves, 1991).  During the collaborative processes, great leaders do not focus on 
their shortcomings but instead enhance their strengths and develop teams that do not 
behave like the leader but provide their own important strengths for the organization 
(Reeves, 2006).  Additionally, leadership should come from the different sources and 
locations in schools because in a fully collaborative culture, many, if not all, teachers are 
leaders.  If schools develop a strong culture of collaboration, the role of today’s principal 
would be different (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  Collaborative schools are strongly 
connected to their environments such as local communities, regional locations, and even 
national and international ties.  In spite of the environment, collaboration can still exist 
but will not remain active without involvement and support of those within the entire 
environment (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).   
The principal can mediate collaboration in the same manner that altitude is a 
mediating variable for boiling water (Montiel-Overall, 2005).  The principal is not 
required to be present at the collaboration meetings.  However, effective principals can 
create processes where important decisions are made through collaboration even in their 
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absence (Tschannen-Moran, 2000).  When collaborative practices are sustained, leaders 
can then generate evidence of effectiveness (Reeves, 2009).  Of paramount importance is 
that the principal knows what collaboration is, how it can be supported, and what results 
are possible with successful collaboration (Montiel-Overall, 2005).  Thus, collaborative 
decision making will result in higher quality decisions, greater ownership in the process, 
more effective implementation of decisions, but can also be costly because of the amount 
of time and energy expended with no guarantee of potential benefits (Tschannen-Moran, 
2000).   
Reeves (2006) stated that the development of collaborative teams is important 
because of the demands for training the next generation of teachers.  Van Velsor and 
McCauley (2004) believed that, 
Individual leaders can no longer accomplish leadership tasks by virtue of their 
authority or their own leadership capacity.  Instead, individuals and groups need 
to carry out the leadership task together in a way that integrates differing 
perspectives and recognizes areas of interdependence and shared work.  For 
organizations or other collectives to experience sustained leadership over time- to 
have a sense of direction and alignment, to maintain commitment to the collective 
work, particularly when dealing with difficult problems that require 
organizational change- they need more than well-developed individuals.  (p. 55) 
The unpredictability of a collaborative culture can be disconcerting for some 
administrators (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  What is developed in collaborative cultures 
may not always be in conjunction with administrators’ own purposes or current board 
priorities.  Extended forms of collaboration require significant responsibilities for 
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curriculum development that can be challenging to schools and teachers.  Furthermore, 
the unpredictability of collaborative cultures can lead administrators to forms of 
collegiality that they control or regulate.  These more controlled collaborative approaches 
can result in contrived collegiality, characterized by a set of formal, specifics, 
bureaucratic procedures to increase attention being given to joint teacher planning, 
consultation, and other types of collaborative work (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).   
In an effective collaboration process, a supportive principal provides resources, 
offers feedback, and sets performance expectations (Carr et al., 2005).  Zepeda (2008) 
decreed that a positive school culture can never be built through the sole efforts of the 
principal.  Building a collaborative school culture and positive school climate is 
dependent upon several variables, which include the key factors of norms and workplace 
conditions.  Leaders recognize that positive interrelationships are a critical part of 
successful collaboration, and time should be allocated to reward contributions of 
colleagues who participate in the process.   
Peterson (1994) asserted that in collaborative schools, the natural give-and-take of 
professionals means that conflict, disagreement, and discord will sometimes occur but 
can be worked out for the benefit of students.  When collaboration among educators 
occurs in schools, a professional opportunity for change, improvement, and success can 
be built even in the most difficult urban schools (Peterson, 1994).  In urban schools, 
where a combination of complex student learning needs exist, external demands and on-
going pressure to improve instruction can result in isolated and non-collegial interactions 
that often do not produce student learning and successes (Peterson, 1994).  Teamwork 
among staff members results in more effective teaching, and teachers are then more 
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satisfied in their work and more committed to the school’s goals and objectives (Cefai, 
2008).  Collaborative teamwork also contributes to developing classroom role models. 
Collaborative Practices and Beliefs 
The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement studied 18 high-poverty schools that served at-risk students and concluded 
that all 18 schools possessed caring and cohesive communities (Richardson, 2000; 
Shanley, 1999).  In another study, results showed that teachers in high-poverty, high-
performing schools valued the time they had together in teams to improve their practices 
(Conzemious & O’Neill, 2001).  Staff, students, parents, and community members should 
rally around the common vision that is at the heart of a commitment to student 
achievement and learning, now and in the future.   
According to Conzemius and O’Neill (2001), schools desiring to implement 
effective collaborative processes should examine their established structures for working 
together.  In a study conducted by Johnson and Asera (1999) in low socioeconomic 
schools that were also high performing, the principal structured the day to ensure that 
collaboration around instructional issues became an important part of the school day and 
the school week.   
 Crockett School in Texas raised achievement in mathematics on the state 
accountability measure by 26% from 1996 to 2002 (Gideon, 2002).  The achievement at 
Crockett on the state accountability reading measure rose 40%.  As a result, Crockett was 
named a Texas Blue Ribbon School in 1999–2000 as an improving school and was 
recognized as a Texas Successful School in 2001 for greater achievement on the state test 
than comparable schools.  Ninth-grade retention was reduced from 42% in 1996–1997 to 
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less than 8% in 2002.  Furthermore, Crockett increased enrollment in advanced 
placement and honors classes while also increasing minority enrollment in those classes 
proportional to the ethnic composition of the school (Gideon, 2002).  These achievements 
show some of the successes of teacher collaboration.   
In the Telluride, Colorado school district, Superintendent Rubadeau implemented 
the Individual Mission Assessment Plan in 1999 with only the most at-risk and most 
gifted students (Esposito, 2008).  The plan was Rubadeau’s innovative collaborative 
teaching and learning model.  Because of this model, Telluride had success in closing the 
achievement gap (Esposito, 2008).  In 2007, 30% of all students tested advanced in math 
and all of the students with individualized educational plans (IEPs) gained 50% more 
than did students who were not on IEPs.  Telluride’s English language learners on IEPs 
gained 43% more than did those who did not have an IEP.  Moreover, Telluride was the 
only school in Colorado’s accreditation report to achieve a weight index score of more 
than 100 in reading, writing, and math during the time when Telluride nearly doubled in 
size and its percentage of English language learners climbed from 4% to 17% (Esposito, 
2008).  Telluride’s successes were based on collaboration, creativity, and achievement. 
In the Hillsboro, Maine, school district, four elementary schools and one middle 
school participated in discussions in learning communities (Wood, 2007).  A survey of 
218 participants, including 5 principals, their teachers, and 33 academic coaches was 
conducted regarding the collaborative process.  Approximately 84% of survey 
respondents stated before the learning communities’ collaboration that they had collegial 
conversations, but after the collaborations, 93% stated more collegial conversations 
occurred.  Before the collaborations, 37% stated more feedback on professional 
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performance from colleagues was needed and more useful suggestions were needed to 
improve practices; however, after the collaboration, the percentage increased from 37% 
to 54%.  Before collaboration, 44% believed more discussions should be focused on 
student work samples, but after collaboration, 61% believed that focus was needed on 
student work samples.  According to the principals in this study, collaboration builds 
leadership and when teachers work together, they develop a sense of efficacy (Wood, 
2007).   
Prairie Star Middle School in Kansas had an enrollment in 2004–2005 of 603 
students in Grades 6–8 (DuFour et al., 2010).  Prairie Star was one of the lower 
performing schools.  However, since 2006–2007, Prairie Star has won the Governor’s 
Achievement Award each year.  The Prairie Star principal believed this successful turn 
around occurred because of collaboration that developed in the professional learning 
communities (DuFour et al., 2010).  Prairie Star students increased qualification for two 
math categories from 40% to 79% and the percentage of students in the exemplary group 
improved from 15% to 45%.  Additionally, the percentages in reading increased from 
45% to 81% in the top two categories and from 9% to 55% in the exemplary group 
(DuFour et al., 2010). 
As a result of collaboration at Lakeridge Junior High School in Utah, students 
achieved the highest increase and recognition on the state assessment in reading and math 
at every grade level and for all subgroups of students from 2004–2008 (DuFour et al., 
2010).  This increase has been double digits for seven of the eight subgroup categories.  
In 2008, over 60% of Lakeridge students scored at the highest level in English and over 
50% achieved high levels in mathematics (DuFour et al., 2010). 
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Educators have known that building a collaborative culture where people work 
together to fulfill their shared purposes and goals is a vital element for continuous school 
improvement (DuFour et al., 2008).  In successful schools, all adults, regardless of their 
status in the school, work together to make determination on how to better educate 
students (Glickman, 1993).  The most important factor and priority for successful school 
reform is to increase the schools’ capacity in building a collaborative environment that 
focuses on problem solving and conflict resolution (Eastwood & Seashore Louis, 1992).  
Without collaborative skills and relationships, the possibilities of continuing to learn for 
social improvement will be difficult (Fullan, 1993).  When teachers work in groups that 
require coordination, the work structure strengthens the teachers professionally and 
requires collaboration (Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). 
 Satisfying and productive work environments are a product of the creation of 
collaborative cultures (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  The empowering of teachers, 
reducing job uncertainties, and the raising of student achievement are also the results of a 
successful collaborative culture.  A commitment to improvement and appropriate changes 
can be facilitated through an effective collaborative culture (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991).  
Collectively, teachers confidently respond critically to change by choosing and adopting 
only those elements that will assist in improving their own work with students while not 
opting for elements that may not result in favorable outcomes.  Therefore, if a shared 
commitment to work collaboratively to address common concerns and real solutions does 
not exist, all attempts to collaborate are merely unsuccessful efforts (Blankstein, 2004). 
 School systems must organize the work of qualified teachers so they can 
collaborate with their colleagues to ensure every child has a quality education and that 
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strong learning communities will develop (National Commission on Teaching and 
America’s Future, 2003).  The ability to engage in collaborative actions is becoming 
more important to public school survival (Schlechty, 2005).  Furthermore, high-
performing schools usually promote more collaborative cultures, professional 
communities, and interaction among all staff while building strong connections among 
the school, parents, and communities (National Education Association, 2007).  Teachers 
and staff must collaborate regularly to remove barriers to student learning.  Effective 
collaboration also involves teachers communicating regularly with each other regarding 
effective teaching and learning strategies to best meet student needs.   
 Blankstein (2004) stated that good collaboration has very distinctive 
characteristics.  
 The staff is committed to a shared mission, vision, values, and goals, and 
recognizes its responsibility to work together to accomplish them. 
 Strong leaders engage teachers in meaningful collaboration and support 
their activities and decisions. 
 The school is characterized by a culture of trust and respect that permits 
open and willing sharing of ideas and respect for different approaches and 
teaching styles. 
 The staff has real authority to make decisions about teaching and learning. 
 Meetings are well managed and truly democratic, following established 
protocols for setting the agenda and making decisions. 
 The functioning of teams is frequently discussed and reassessed. 
 A plan is developed to provide meaningful time for teams to meet. 
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 Each team has clear purposes and goals. 
 Educators acquire and share training in effective teamwork strategies. 
Promoting Collaborative Practices 
 An effective collaborative culture represents the core values of respect for human 
dignity and commitment to the collaborative process (Straus, 2002).  Furthermore, the 
process will exemplify the principles of stakeholder involvement, consensus building, 
process design, facilitation, and group memory.  Most importantly, all components of the 
organization would be united with institutional structure, strategy, support technologies, 
reward systems, leadership styles, core skills, and corporate culture.  Straus believed what 
emerges from the group’s thinking will become the outline of a new organizational 
model. 
Louisiana suggested numerous ways to enhance the promotion of collaboration at 
the district and school levels (Leonard & Leonard, 2003).  These suggestions included  
(a) intensive collaboration training at schools, (b) more opportunities for teacher 
collaboration at other schools and at the district level, (c) developing and exploring the 
most current teaching techniques, (d) providing appropriate numbers of school level 
teachers, and (e) creating newer ideas by recruiting teachers inside and outside of the 
state.  Additionally, teachers strongly supported being paid extra beyond the normal 
school day for time spent with collaboration.  Teachers also requested substitutes so they 
could work together more often during the school day (Leonard & Leonard, 2003).   
 Some Louisiana teachers also expressed the need to use the web-based teacher 
network more frequently (Leonard & Leonard, 2003).  The teachers discussed the need to 
work with colleges and universities to design more practice-based courses and for more 
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funds to be allocated to attend professional conferences inside and outside the state.  
Teachers believed that district administrators should not consider non-teaching 
collaborative time as time off.  Teachers wanted administrators to consult with them more 
often prior to making decisions that directly influenced them and their students (Leonard 
& Leonard, 2003).  Other suggestions teachers stated for promoting collaborative 
practices included arranging common planning time, using inservice time more 
effectively, setting expectations for collaboration, and reducing paper work for teachers. 
 Straus (2002) asserted that working collaboratively begins in one’s heart.  All 
human beings have the right to be involved in decisions that affect their lives, and with 
good processes, people can generate more creative and comprehensive solutions together 
than individually.  If these concepts are in place, effective use of tools, techniques, and 
resources can result in successful collaboration.  Thus, collaboration becomes successful 
as teachers learn and practice.   
Straus (2002) further believed that the power of collaboration is derived from 
inclusion, not exclusion, in which all stakeholder participants require a mindset of 
openness and trust.  As part of the trust factor, teachers must have the opportunities to 
dialogue with others not only to support but also to challenge each other (Tschannen-
Moran, 2000).  These dialogues assist teachers in breaking down norms of isolation while 
helping them sacrifice some autonomy that they highly value so that greater collaboration 
and trust of their colleagues will occur.  Then, the inclusion process widens the base of 
involvement and support for the solution and, eventually, increases the probability that 
the solution will be implemented by those collaboratively working together (Straus, 
2002). 
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Collaborative Culture Viewpoints 
 Eastwood and Seashore Lewis (1992) believed that the most important factor in 
building a collaborative school culture is creating an environment of cooperating problem 
solving and conflict resolution.  Without collaborative skills and relationships, educators 
and students are not able to learn what is needed to establish social improvements 
(Fullan, 1993).  When teachers work in collaborative groups, that work structure 
strengthens the professional community (Newmann & Wehlage, 1995).  Effective 
collaboration assists groups, instead of individuals, in implementing instruction and 
assessment that facilitates a shared purpose and collective responsibility to achieve 
student learning. 
          School systems must find ways to organize the work of qualified teachers so they 
can use collaboration to create strong learning communities that will help them become 
more effective teachers (National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, 2003).  
Public schools must engage their educators in collaboration to ensure their survival 
(Schlechty, 2005).  Without effective collaboration in schools where professionals can 
dialogue regarding their practices, no continual change efforts are possible (Barth, 2006).   
Professional organizations endorse the practice of educators working together 
collaboratively (DuFour et al., 2008).  Important professional learning and problem 
solving occur in collaborative settings in schools and school districts (National Staff 
Development Council, 2001).  Collaborative groups can provide an environment of 
support and energy that is necessary for addressing problems pertaining to teaching and 
learning.   
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Summary 
The collaboration of educators can create a foundation for student achievement 
and school improvement if the proper organization and processes are in place.  Principals 
and other school leaders are responsible for working together, despite possible 
differences in personalities and philosophies, to produce a successful environment of 
student achievement.  One of the necessary factors for building student achievement is to 
create the time and opportunity needed to develop a culture that encourages a 
collaborative environment.  Because of the accountability placed upon educators for 
successful student performances, collaborative processes are integral in addressing 
increased achievement and school reform.  This study analyzed how all of these 
components interrelate to bring about effective collaboration and student successes. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
 Chapter III contains a description of the procedures used in the study.  
Information about the participants and why they were chosen for the study is described.  
A description of the survey instrument used and the implementation procedures used by 
the researcher are included.  This chapter also contains a description of how the data were 
gathered and analyzed. 
Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to ascertain the relationship between 
teacher collaboration and student achievement.    Factors affecting collaboration also 
were studied.  The study was designed to answer two research questions.  
1. Is there a relationship between student achievement and collaboration variables 
including level of teacher collaboration and length of time teachers have 
worked collaboratively that differs for Title versus non-Title schools? 
2. Is there a relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and the level 
of administrative support for collaboration including the amount of time 
allocated for teacher collaboration in the workday, controlling for years of 
experience? 
Participants 
The researcher surveyed 1,724 language arts and mathematics teachers who 
taught Grades 3 through 8 in the 50 elementary and 23 middle schools in the Cobb 
County School District, Georgia.  As the second largest school system in Georgia, the 
school district is responsible for educating more than 106,000 students in a diverse, 
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constantly changing suburban environment.  The district also employs 5,925 classroom 
teachers (Cobb County School District, 2011). 
Instrumentation 
The 37-item survey instrument was adapted from an instrument developed by 
McHenry (2009) to measure attitudinal perceptions associated with teacher collaboration 
and student achievement (see Appendix A).  McHenry provided permission to the 
researcher to use the items on two of the three subsections of the instrument (see 
Appendix B).  The researcher used items verbatim from the 22-item collaboration 
subsection and the 6-item collaboration methods subsection.  Participants rated their 
perceptions on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree).  The survey’s design included the opportunity for participants to provide limited 
qualitative data by writing comments, questions, or concerns.  Eight items were 
demographic questions about current position, gender, race, age, education level, years of 
experience in an education setting, years in current position, and grade level taught.  A 
final item asked teachers to indicate which subject they collaborated in the most. 
Reliability of Instrument 
McHenry (2009) assessed reliability on the all three subsections of the survey 
using a sample of 46 teachers.  In this study, reliability of the two subsections were 
ascertained.  Table 1 contains a comparison of the two instruments.  The coefficient alpha 
values for both instruments ranged between .72 and .95, indicating a high level of internal 
consistency within each construct (McHenry, 2009).  For this study, Cronbach’s alpha for 
the 28 survey items was high (r = .89) as is generally the case with a large number of 
items (Cortina, 1993).   
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Table 1 
Reliability of McHenry Instrument and Study Instrument 
 
Subsection 
McHenry  Current Study 
# of items 
Cronbach’s 
alpha  # of items 
Cronbach’s   
alpha 
Leadership 21 .91  NA NA 
Collaboration 25 .93  22 .90 
Collaboration methods 6 .81  6 .72 
 Overall questionnaire 52 .95  28 .89 
 
Because Cronbach’s alpha is known to become spuriously large with a large number of 
items, item-total correlations were computed.  As can be seen in Table 2, item-total 
correlations varied from r = .09 to r = .66 with the lowest correlation between the item 
that assessed the extent to which the principal determines the content of the meetings and 
the total scale.  The item that asked whether the objectives of the meetings were clear was 
most highly related with the average for the total scale. 
Predictor Variables 
 Three variables were created from the teachers’ responses to the survey items.  
Each variable was created by obtaining the mean of the responses to the 5-point Likert 
scale of each item.  The Likert scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree).  Level of teacher collaboration was created by finding the mean of items 10 
through 14.  Level of administrative support was obtained by averaging each teacher’s 
response to items 29 and 31.  Length of time collaborating was created by averaging 
responses to items 15 through 18, 27, and 28. Item total correlations of each item with the 
parent domain total, constructed from all items in that domain except for the target item, 
are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Reliability: Item-Total Correlations for Teacher Collaboration items with their parent 
domain excluding the targeted item. 
 
 Item-Total 
Correlation 
Domain 1: Level of Teacher Collaboration Items  
10. My work with other teachers is professionally beneficial for me. .51 
11. My work with other teachers is beneficial to my students. .58 
12. The purpose of working collaboratively with other teachers is clear. .65 
13. The objectives of my meetings with other teachers in my building are clear. .66 
14. The objectives of my meetings with other teachers are usually met. .63 
Domain 2: Time Collaborating Items  
15. The majority of teacher meetings are spent addressing student concerns. .52 
16. The majority of teacher meetings are spent discussing curricular issues. .48 
17. The majority of teacher meetings are spent discussing teaching practices. .51 
18. Time in teacher meetings is divided equally between student concerns, curricular 
issues, and teaching practices. 
.54 
27. There is a sufficient amount of time in teacher meetings to accomplish goals. .45 
28. There are opportunities to meet with other teachers to accomplish goals. .51 
Domain 3: Level of Administrative Support Items  
29. The school principal supports meetings with other teachers. .60 
31. The school principal plays a strong role in the teacher collaboration process. .52 
 
Outcome Variable 
The researcher originally planned to use the Georgia Criterion-Referenced 
Competency Test (CRCT) to measure student achievement.  The CRCT is a state-
mandated basic skills assessment, designed to measure basic competency.  The students 
are assessed according to how well they meet or exceed the basic standard.  CRCT data 
collected from the 50 elementary schools and the 23 middle schools showed few 
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differences among the schools in terms of the percentages of students who met or 
exceeded standards.   
The researcher noted that the schools in the study had ITBS student scores that 
depicted a wider range of dispersion.  The ITBS is given to students in elementary grades 
3, 5, and 7.  The ITBS is a nationally-normed assessment that compares the cognitive 
abilities of students across the nation, based on age and grade level.  A difference existed 
between the student performances of non-Title I and Title I schools on the ITBS and 
CRCT, with Title I schools scoring below the 50th percentile on the ITBS.  In the study, 
non-Title I seventh-grade students had a mean CRCT score that exceeded the basic 
standard of 850; third- and fifth-grade students in non-Title I schools were fewer than 
four points from 850.  However, Title I students’ mean CRCT scores in third, fifth, and 
seventh grade were between 19 and 24 points lower than 850 (Table 3).  Therefore, the 
researcher concluded that the CRCT did not provide enough discrimination to yield 
accurate results and chose instead to use the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) to measure 
student achievement.   
Table 3 
Comparison of 2009–2010 ITBS and CRCT Scores by Title I Status 
 
Type of School 
3rd grade  5th grade  7th grade 
ITBS CRCT  ITBS CRCT  ITBS CRCT 
%tile Scale score  %tile Scale score  %tile 
Scal
e 
scor
e 
Non-Title I 76 848.8  71 846.1  73 851.5 
Title I 48 824.3  46 829.0  45 830.7 
 
*Composite scores include reading, language arts, and math 
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Procedures 
The researcher sought approval to conduct the study from the Institutional Review 
Board of the University of Southern Mississippi and the Cobb County School District 
(Appendix C).  After approval was granted from both institutions, the principals at 
schools participating in the study were contacted by email, and a date was scheduled for 
the researcher to discuss with the principals and/or their designees the distribution of the 
questionnaire to all reading, language arts, and math teachers in Grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 
8.  The principal or designee ensured that their teachers received the survey.  The 
researcher provided directions to principals or their designees to their teachers that 
explained the processes for the teachers to complete and return the survey questionnaire.  
The researcher provided a letter, which was part of a packet, to all participants requesting 
their participation in the study (Appendix D).  All participants were provided with an 
informed consent letter requesting their signature prior to any data collection (Appendix 
E).  Upon completion, the surveys were returned to the researcher by each principal or 
designee via school mail.  The researcher then assessed the rate of returns and if the 
return would have been below 50%, a focus group would have been instituted to 
determine the reasons for the non-response.  However, these processes did not have to 
occur. 
Data Analysis 
 The data were entered in the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (v.18.0).  
Both research questions were evaluated using an alpha level of .05.  Each research 
question and the statistical procedures used to answer it are described below. 
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Research Question 1 
Is there a relationship between student achievement and collaboration variables 
including level of teacher collaboration and length of time teachers have worked 
collaboratively that differs for Title versus non-Title schools? 
 To answer Research Question 1, a moderated multiple regression analysis was 
conducted with ITBS scores as the criterion and Title I status of the school, level of 
teacher collaboration at each school, time collaborating, and the interaction of the two 
collaboration scales with Title I status as the predictors.  Only those teachers who taught 
Grades 3, 5, and 7 were included in this analysis (n = 497).  It is at these grades that ITBS 
scores are obtained.  
Research Question 2 
Is there a relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and the level of 
administrative support for collaboration including the amount of time allocated for 
teacher collaboration in the workday, controlling for years of experience? 
In order to address Research Question 2, a hierarchical multiple regression was 
conducted using all cases (n = 875).  Level of teacher collaboration was the criterion 
variable, amount of time allocated for teacher collaboration and level of administrative 
support for collaboration were the predictor variables, and years of teaching experience 
was the control variable.   
Ethical Consideration 
 Ethical problems were not a consideration in this study.  The researcher did not 
interact with the teacher participants, because the questionnaires were distributed by 
building administrators at each school.  As part of the informed consent process, 
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participants clearly understood that they could discontinue their participation in the 
survey process at any time.  Although students’ standardized test scores were collected, 
the researcher did not interact with students.  After survey results were returned to the 
researcher, the data were safely locked and secured in a file cabinet in or near the 
researcher’s work area.  The researcher conducted the study alone.  No other employees, 
volunteers, or students handled the data collected for the study. 
Summary 
 Chapter III contains information about the research design and procedures used to 
conduct the study.  The researcher’s role in the study was delineated.  The instrument 
used to collect data was described, including reliability of the instrument’s subscales.  
The results of the data collected are presented in Chapter IV. 
73 
 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
 This chapter reports the results of the analysis of the data collected for this study.  
The researcher explored the teacher collaboration process in relationship to student 
achievement to provide insight into how educators can learn to work together to achieve 
the highest level of student academic performance.  Composite scores from the Iowa 
Tests of Basic Skills were used as the measure of student achievement.  The Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences was used in conducting descriptive and statistical analyses.  
The following research questions guided this study:  
1. Is there a relationship between student achievement and collaboration variables 
including level of teacher collaboration and length of time teachers have 
worked collaboratively that differs for Title versus Non-Title Schools? 
2. Is there a relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and the level 
of administrative support for collaboration including the amount of time 
allocated for teacher collaboration in the workday, controlling for years of 
experience? 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Fifty elementary and 23 middle schools agreed to participate in the study.  
Surveys were delivered to 1,724 reading, language arts, and math teachers.  Complete 
responses were received from 875 teachers for a response rate of 50.1%.  Of the 875 
returned surveys, 89% were from females, and the majority of participants (74%), 
identified themselves as Caucasian (see Table 4).  African Americans comprised 21% of 
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the sample.  Between 25% and 30% of the sample were evenly distributed in the age 
categories from 30 to 59.   
Table 4 
Demographic Characteristics of Teachers 
 
Characteristic n % 
Gender   
Male  96 11.0 
Female  779 89.0 
Ethnicity   
Hispanic  14 1.6 
Asian  11 1.3 
Caucasian  649 74.2 
African American  179 20.5 
Other   22 2.5 
Age   
20–29  113 12.9 
30–39  264 30.2 
40–49  249 28.5 
50–59  216 24.7 
60–69  33 3.8 
 
 The majority of the teachers (64%) who responded taught at the elementary 
school level (see Table 5).  Fewer than 25% of the respondents held a bachelor’s degree.  
The majority of the teachers (55%) held an early childhood teaching certificate.  More 
than half (57%) of the respondents had been working in an education setting for more 
than 10 years.  More than a quarter of the teachers (26%) had been working in their 
current position less than 4 years.  Another 42% reported working at the same position 
between 4 and 7 years.  Half of the teachers taught in Title I schools where 50% or more 
of the students received free or reduced lunch rates, which qualified the schools for Title I 
status (a list of the schools and their Title I status is in Appendix F).  More than half of 
the teachers (53%) indicated that they collaborated the most in mathematics. 
75 
 
Table 5 
Professional Characteristics of the Sample 
 
Characteristic n % 
Grade level taught   
3  210 24.0 
4  174 19.9 
5  178 20.3 
6  106 12.1 
7  109 12.5 
8  98 11.2 
Highest level of education   
Bachelors  252 28.8 
Masters  447 51.1 
Specialist  154 17.6 
Doctorate  22 2.5 
Areas of certification   
Early childhood education  479 54.7 
Middle childhood (4–8)  211 24.1 
Secondary fields (6–12)  68 7.8 
P-12 fields (special education, art, music, etc.)  109 12.5 
Alternatively certified  8 0.9 
Number of completed years working in an education setting   
1–3  64 7.3 
4–7  175 20.0 
8–10  135 15.4 
11–20  41 39.0 
More than 20  160 18.3 
Number of years in current setting   
1–3  225 25.7 
4–7  365 41.7 
8–10  131 15.0 
11–20  125 14.3 
More than 20  29 3.3 
Type of school    
Non-Title I  440 50.3 
Title I  435 49.7 
Content where most collaboration occurs   
Math  463 52.9 
Reading  142 16.2 
Language arts  229 26.2 
Other   41 4.7 
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 The teachers responded to each item on the survey using a 5-point Likert scale.  
Responses to specific items were used in the analysis of the research questions.  
However, the teachers’ responses to other items are also of interest to the researcher.  
Appendix G contains a descriptive analysis (using means, frequencies, and percentages) 
for each of the items in the survey.   
Analysis of Research Questions 
 Two research questions guided the analysis of the data.  Each research question 
was analyzed using a multiple regression procedure.  For each research question, 
correlation matrixes were used to present the simple correlations between the predictor 
and criterion variables. 
 In Table 6, simple correlations among predictors and between the predictor and 
criterion variables are illustrated.  As can be seen in the table, a strong negative 
correlation existed between Title I status and the school’s ITBS composite score (r = -.82, 
p < .01).  A moderate positive correlation was present between level of teacher 
collaboration and time collaborating (r = .49, p < .01).  No other correlations were 
significant. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
77 
 
Table 6 
Correlation Matrix for Research Question 1 Variables (n = 497) 
 
 
  
Level of 
teacher 
collaboration 
Title I 
status 
ITBS 
composite 
score 
Time collaborating M = 3.40 
SD = .74 
.49** .06 .01 
Level of teacher collaboration M = 4.23 
SD = .71 
 -.06 .11 
 
Title I status % Title I  
= 50% 
  -.82** 
 
ITBS composite score M = 60.98 
SD = 16.59    
 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed); *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 Research Question 1 
Is there a relationship between student achievement and collaboration variables 
including level of teacher collaboration and length of time teachers have worked 
collaboratively that differs for Title versus non-Title Schools? 
 To answer Research Question 1, a moderated multiple regression analysis was 
conducted with ITBS scores as the criterion and Title I status of the school, level of 
teacher collaboration at each school, time collaborating, and the interaction of the two 
collaboration scales with Title I status as the predictors.  Only those teachers who taught 
Grades 3, 5, and 7 were included in this analysis (n = 497).  It is at these grades that ITBS 
scores are obtained.  
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In the first step, three predictors were entered: (a) time collaborating, (b) level of 
teacher collaboration, and (c) Title I status (see Table 7).  This model of main effects was 
significant [R
2
 = .68, F(3, 60) = 42.16, p < .01].  Only Title I status was a unique 
predictor of achievement (b = -27.54, t = -11.13, p <.01.  Title I schools had lower 
achievement.  The interaction of Title I status with time collaborating and with level of 
teacher collaboration was entered in the second step.  The addition of these predictors did 
not significantly increase the proportion of variance explained in achievement.  The full 
model including all of the predictors was significant [R
2
 = .682, F(5, 58) = 24.92, p < 
.01].   
Table 7 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Level of Teacher Collaboration, Time 
Collaborating, and Title I Status as Contributing Factors to Student Achievement as 
Measured by the ITBS Composite Score (N = 64 schools) 
 
Step  b β t p 
1     
Y Intercept 22.25  1.15 .25 
Level of teacher collaboration 6.02 .137 1.79 .08 
Time collaborating 6.81 .12 1.57 .12 
Title I Status -27.54 -.82 -11.13 < .01 
2     
Y Intercept 6.64  .23 .82 
Level of teacher collaboration 6.28 .14 1.58 .12 
Time collaborating 10.27 .18 1.69 .10 
Title I status 1.18 .04 .03 .98 
Title I status X level of teacher 
collaboration 2.37 .27 .27 .79 
Title I status X time collaborating  -8.83 -1.13 -.85 .40 
 
Note: Dependent variable is ITBS% Composite (2009-2010) 
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Research Question 2 
Is there a relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and support 
variables including years of teaching experience, amount of time allocated for 
teacher collaboration in the workday, and level of administrative support for 
collaboration? 
In order to address Research Question 2, a hierarchical multiple regression was 
conducted using all cases (n = 875).  Level of teacher collaboration was the criterion 
variable, amount of time allocated for teacher collaboration and level of administrative 
support for collaboration were the predictor variables, and years of teaching experience 
was the control variable.   
 In Table 8, simple correlations between the predictor and criterion variables are 
illustrated.  A moderate positive correlation existed between level of teacher 
collaboration and time collaborating (r = .54, p < .01) and administrative support (r = .54, 
p < .01).  A moderate positive correlation existed between time collaborating and 
administrative support (r = .53, p < .01).  A significant positive correlation existed 
between years working in an education setting and level of teacher collaboration (r = .08, 
p < .05), but no significant correlation existed between years working in an education 
setting and time collaborating (r = .04, p > .05), and or administrative support (r = .05, p 
> .05). 
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Table 8 
Correlation Matrix for Research Question 2 Variables (n = 875) 
 
 
  
Time 
collaborating 
Administrative 
support 
Years 
working 
in an 
education 
setting 
Level of teacher collaboration M = 4.23 
SD = .73 
.54** .54** .08* 
Time collaborating M = 3.40 
SD = .73 
 .53** .04 
Administrative support M = 3.89 
SD = .86 
  .05 
Years working in an 
education setting 
M = 3.41 
SD = 1.20    
 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed); *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed); 
Years of experience were measured using the following scale: (1) 1–3 years, (2) 4–7 years, (3) 8–10 years, 
(4) 11–20 years, and (5) more than 20 years. 
 
The results of the hierarchical regression analysis are presented in Table 9.  
Although a significant relationship between years of teaching experience and level of 
teacher collaboration was found in the first step [R
2
 = .007, F (1, 873) p < .05], the effect 
size was small.  The addition of administrator support and time collaborating in the 
second step resulted in a significant increase in the proportion of variance explained in 
level of teacher collaboration (R2 = .38, F(2, 873) = 264.01, p <.01).  Both 
administrator support (b = .29, t = 11.04, p < .01) and time collaborating (b = .35, t = 
11.20, p < .01) contributed uniquely to the explained variance of the criterion and were 
positively related to level of teacher collaboration.  The overall model of three predictors 
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(administrative support and time allocated for collaboration, controlling for years of 
teaching experience) was significant as well [R
2
 = .38, F(3, 871) = 179.27, p < .01].   
Table 9 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Time Collaborating and Level of 
Administrative Support as Contributing Factors to Level of Teacher Collaboration, 
Controlling for Years Working in an Education Setting (n = 875) 
 
Step  b β t p 
1     
Y Intercept 4.06  55.12 <.01 
Years working in an education setting .05 .08 2.47 .01 
2     
Y Intercept 1.79  15.60 <.01 
Years working in an education setting .03 .05 1.90 .06 
Time collaborating .35 .35 11.20 <.01 
Level of administrative support .29 .35 11.04 <.01 
 
Note: Dependent variable was level of teacher collaboration 
 
Summary  
 The purpose of this chapter was to present results from the evaluation of the two 
research hypotheses. The researcher collected quantitative data from elementary and 
middle schoolteachers.  In Research Question 1, results from a moderated multiple 
regression indicated no significant relationship between student achievement and level of 
teacher collaboration.  The hierarchical multiple regression for the analysis of Research 
Question 2 found a significant relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and 
the level of administrative support and time collaborating, after controlling for years of 
teaching experience existed.  Administrative support and time collaborating contributed 
uniquely to the explained variance of the criterion and were positively related to the level 
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of teacher collaboration.  Chapter V contains a discussion of the findings, conclusions 
drawn from the results, the limitations of the study, recommendations for policy and 
practice, and recommendations for future research.  
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 Rotherham (2006) stated that accountability at the state level and the federal No 
Child Left Behind mandate require that students in schools and districts must pass 
standardized state tests in language arts, reading, and mathematics.  Serious consequences 
occur for schools whose students continually do not make minimum performance targets.  
School administrators need compelling data to indicate that all programs in the school 
have an impact on student learning and achievement (Lange et al., 2003).  Schools that 
are failing require major interventions to change performances that have not been met for 
many years (Kowal et al., 2009).  The Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education 
(2010) reported that as the demand for teacher accountability for student achievement 
increases, collegial support and collaboration by educators is needed. 
 The primary focus in this study was to examine the perception of teacher 
collaboration and its impact on student achievement.  Math, language arts, and reading 
teachers in elementary and middle schools in Cobb County Georgia and school results 
from the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were obtained for this study.  This chapter provides a 
synopsis of the research findings and endeavors to formulate conclusions from data 
collected, analyzed, and presented in Chapter IV.  This chapter also contains limitations 
to the study and concludes with recommendations for policy and practice as well as 
recommendations for further research on this topic. 
 The researcher gathered and studied teachers’ perceptions regarding collaborative 
practices that assist them in better preparing students for greater academic performances. 
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The researcher analyzed data pertaining to the teachers’ perceptions of administrators and 
their support and involvement in the collaborative processes.   
The researcher mailed the collaboration survey to principals in 73 elementary and 
middle schools in the Cobb County School District.  Both Title I and non-Title I schools 
were included in the study.  The principals disseminated the surveys to the 1,724 teachers 
within their schools.  School test scores from the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills in Grades 3, 
5, and 7 were obtained.  The high-stakes tests in Georgia for elementary and middle 
schools are measured primarily through the Criterion-Referenced Competency Test 
administered in the spring, although measures are also taken on the Iowa Tests of Basic 
Skills administered in the fall.  The global assessment of student achievement is used to 
compare performances (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in Education, 2010).   
Student achievement is impacted by numerous educational issues such as teacher 
and school leader quality.  Thus, school leaders and educators face immense scrutiny and 
legislative critique to ensure they work toward students and schools achieving at high 
levels.  Schools receive federal funding based on the percentage of students who are 
eligible for the free and reduced lunch program.  These monies can be used to implement 
programs and schoolwide initiatives.   
In reaching student achievement goals, schools can receive additional funding.  
Bloom and Stein (2004) found that at the school level, collaboration and a focus on 
instruction impacts productivity, morale, teacher retention, and student achievement.  The 
primary purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship existed between teacher 
collaboration in elementary and middle schools and student achievement as measured by 
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. 
85 
 
Discussion of the Results 
 This study found that teachers who use collaborative processes will recognize 
greater gains in student achievement.  The results of the study are supported in the 
teacher collaboration literature.  The U.S. Department of Education (2008) conducted a 
study of 18 high-poverty schools serving at-risk populations and found that the most 
effective and highest academically performing schools are characterized as caring, 
cohesive communities that value the collaborative time they have together to improve 
their practices (Richardson, 2000; Shanley, 1999).  DuFour and Eaker (2008) stated that 
the fundamental purpose of schools is to guarantee that all students learn on high levels.  
Educators must become effective in achieving this fundamental purpose but will have 
challenges if they work only in isolation.  Marzano and Waters (2009) believed that with 
increase accountability for districts, school boards play a vital role in improving school 
achievement by supporting strategic policies that place a strong emphasis on student 
learning.  Inger (1993) stated that teacher collaboration improves student achievement, 
behavior, and attitudes.  
Research Question 1 
Is there a relationship between student achievement and collaboration variables 
including level of teacher collaboration and length of time teachers have worked 
collaboratively that differs for Title versus Non-Title Schools? 
 The results of the multiple regression indicated that level of teacher collaboration 
was not uniquely related to achievement.  However, it is worth noting that a total of 91% 
of the participants strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, “My work with other 
teachers is professionally beneficial for me” (p.68).  In addition, 92% of the participants 
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strongly agreed or agreed with the statement, “My work with other teachers is beneficial 
to my students” (p.68) (Appendix G).  McClure (2008) declared that a small but 
increasing amount of evidence implies that a positive relationship exists between teacher 
collaboration and student achievement.  Patterson et al. (2008) declared that the best 
collaborative teams begin by identifying student needs pertaining to student achievement 
and specific academic outcomes.  In school settings where collaboration occurs, students 
recognize that consistent expectations are prevalent, resulting in a better learning 
environment.  Thus, establishing learning communities among collaborating teachers can 
affect student achievement (Bloom & Stein, 2004).  Bloom and Stein stated that 
collaborative teachers problem solve, share strategies and resources, and work together to 
fulfill students’ needs toward positive academic outcomes.  Blankstein (2004) agreed that 
if teacher collaboration is to be successful, the primary goal must be to improve student 
achievement.  
Research Question 2 
Is there a relationship between the level of teacher collaboration and the level of 
administrative support for collaboration including the amount of time allocated for 
teacher collaboration in the workday, controlling for years of experience? 
 The current study found a small but significant relationship between years of 
teaching experience and level of teacher collaboration.  Johnson (2006) stated that 
teachers place enormous value on the opportunity to work with their colleagues.  A 
teacher’s purpose can be enhanced if the teacher can be given a voice in a collaborative 
culture (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996).  If novice and veteran teachers receive collaborative 
opportunities from school leaders, teacher satisfaction and teacher retention can improve 
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(McClure, 2008).  New teachers are likely to remain in schools where they can share 
responsibility for student success with veteran teachers, and where they can participate in 
an integrated professional culture where their needs are recognized.  Teacher 
collaboration attenuates the effect of end of the year burnout, while also providing 
teachers with stimulating enthusiasm (McClure, 2008).   
 A significant relationship was found between level of teacher collaboration and 
both administrative support and time collaborating.  In the study’s survey, 86% of the 
teachers agreed or strongly agreed that, “The school principal supports meetings with 
other teachers” (Appendix G).  Gamage et al. (2009) stated that effective principals spend 
considerable time holding teachers accountable for student performances while 
encouraging them to become involved in problem-solving meetings, the creation of 
collaborative working environments, and establishing stronger and more trusting 
relationships.  To improve the chances that their work will raise student achievement, 
teachers need administrative support during the collaborative process (O’Donovan, 
2007).  Principals have a duty to make collaboration meaningful and to guarantee time 
for collaboration during the school day, especially if teachers are being asked to 
collaborate (DuFour et al., 2008).  The principals should also provide timely trainings 
based on the needs of each collaborative team.  Riordan and da Costa (l998) found that 
absence of time was the reason that collaborative interactions were uncommon among 
school educators. 
Straus (2002) stated that a true collaborative environment must be supported and 
promoted from the top of an organization.  O’Donovan (2007) believed that teachers need 
administrative support during the collaboration process to improve the chances of their 
88 
 
work resulting in significant student achievement.  Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) stated 
that the main role of school leadership is to create collaborative cultures where teachers 
are empowered to analyze problems and work together and separately to understand and 
examine issues that are causing problems.  Great damage can be done to the overall 
school culture if leaders develop collaborative teams that are not genuine or authentic 
(DuFour & Marzano, 2011).  While the principal is not required to be present at 
collaborative meetings, they can create processes where important decisions are made 
collaboratively in their absences (Tschannen-Moran, 2000). 
Effective leaders must ensure that the sharing of strategies, activities, and 
evaluative measures are collaboratively decided and mutually agreed upon when 
endeavoring to enhance student learning in the educational environment.  Educators need 
to participate in collaboration and create true collegial support because of the increased 
teacher accountability for student performances (Georgia Partnership for Excellence in 
Education, 2010).  Picard (2005) stated that teachers can find solutions to instructional 
dilemmas and work on ways to improve their teaching skills when they have time and 
opportunity to work collaboratively.  Chenoweth (2009) asserted that teacher 
collaboration must be in place because no individual teacher is an expert in all aspects of 
the curriculum.  Teachers have expertise that should be used by other teachers to improve 
cross-curricular knowledge of various subjects.  Teaching will become more effective 
when educators recognize collaborative participation jointly creates a positive learning 
environment where teachers reflect upon changing their instructional strategies to benefit 
students (Souza, 2003). 
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DuFour and Eaker (2008) stated that during collaborative processes the 
collaborative team is the fundamental building block of an organization.  Collaboration is 
not merely a process or structure but a commitment by teachers to core ideals that 
influence student learning.  Gideon (2002) believed that collaboration must be 
purposeful, planned, and structured into the regular workday of teachers and 
administrators. 
A majority of the participants in the current study indicated that time was a major 
consideration in establishing and maintaining a collaborative culture.  Effective 
collaboration is hard work that goes beyond the regular school day but should address 
issues and ideals teachers find helpful while being structured into the regular day 
(Gideon, 2002).  Collaboration develops over time and must include an integration of 
trust for the school to operate efficiently.  While principals should not take charge of 
group decisions, they should provide time and space for the faculty to share thoughts, 
explore resources and challenges, and then make their own determinations (Gideon, 
2002).  Friend and Pope (2005) stated that working collaboratively takes more time than 
working alone and requires all participants to recognize the need to set aside personal 
preferences occasionally when working with others who think differently.  
Limitations 
Numerous limitations affected this study.  If future studies on this topic are 
conducted, the following limitations should be considered: 
1. The study was limited to one particular state in the southern region of the 
United States.  Research conducted with teachers and students in other states 
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may yield different results pertaining to the relationship between level of 
teacher collaboration and student achievement. 
2. The study did not allow the researcher to observe teachers during a 
collaborative process.  Observations of teachers would have assisted the 
researcher in hearing exchanges of dialogue to determine if effective 
collaboration was occurring.   
3. Schools that participated in the study had different return rates of surveys.  
Schools that had higher return rates may have affected the results of the study. 
4. The collaboration survey ratings were measured from the perceptions of the 
teachers.  A number of factors could have influenced teachers’ responses, 
including their likes and dislikes of the principal, the students, or the school 
setting. 
 Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
School leaders should strongly advocate teacher collaboration and its potential 
impact on student achievement.  As the accountability for student achievement on 
standardize tests increases, the positive interactions of educators and their combined 
efforts to address instructional strategies in the classroom have a direct impact on the 
learning environment and student academic outcomes.  Collaborative teachers should 
work together to examine data and specific goals that will assist in addressing larger 
issues that can lead to school progress and improvements (McClure, 2008).  If principals 
lead the collaborative efforts and support their teachers during the processes, they will not 
only become better school leaders but also enhance a renewed focus on the learning 
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environment.  Thus, a successful collaborative organization can exist only if the leader is 
dedicated to collaboration and collaborative values (Straus, 2002).   
 The school district could recognize collaboration as a priority by arranging 
teachers’ instructional class periods to more easily allow for collaborative meetings and 
discussions.  The literature suggests that imaginative leaders have developed practical 
ways for teachers to engage in collaborative work and plan for instructional interventions 
(McTighe, 2008).  Options for creating collaborative time include, but are not limited to,  
(a) teachers spending 1 hour per month on results-oriented actions, (b) teachers meeting 
for an extended lunch or resource period, (c) teachers receiving release time by using 
roving substitute teachers, and (d) teachers receiving two non-contact hours of staff time 
each Monday to be traded for three days vacation. 
After the researcher carefully analyzed and disaggregated data, the findings 
showed that all schools passed the CRCT with a score of 800, which led the researcher 
instead to use ITBS scores in this study because of the wider dispersion of scores across 
the schools.  Although Title I schools had passing scores of 800 on the CRCT, the 
average score for the Title I schools on the ITBS failed to reach the 50th percentile.  
However, that there is a very strong correlation between the ITBS and the CRCT.  The 
scatterplots in Appendix H indicate that students who scored below the standard level on 
the CRCT also scored at similar levels at the low end of the ITBS.  Students who scored 
at the average level on the CRCT scored similarly on the ITBS.  Students scoring at high 
levels on the CRCT also scored at high levels on the ITBS.  Therefore, the CRCT and the 
ITBS were highly and significantly correlated across the entire domain of scores.   
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Currently, the CRCT is the measurement of choice to determine if elementary and 
middle schools in Georgia make AYP.  The CRCT is an appropriate measure of student 
achievement, but the minimum passing score should be raised to correspond with a 
passing score on the ITBS.  A policy recommendation is that consideration be given to 
raising the minimum passing score on the CRCT from 800 to 830.  Raising the minimum 
passing score on the CRCT may challenge students to achieve at higher levels, enabling 
them to be more competitive nationally.  The low cutoff on the CRCT distorts students’ 
understanding of their actual performance ability.  If students continue to perform at this 
low level, the result could interfere with the students’ future placement in more 
challenging curriculum as well as the students’ success on future high school 
standardized tests.  Ultimately, student placement in higher education programs may 
come into question.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
Of the participants in the study, 50% indicated that they had collaborated on 
curriculum with another teacher outside their subject area, and 45% stated that they have 
collaborated with another teacher by integrating curriculum outside their subject area this 
year (Appendix G).  Future research may be conducted to explore more in depth teacher 
perceptions about the collaboration they do with their colleagues outside their subject 
areas.  Additionally, teacher perceptions can be analyzed regarding their feelings about 
the collaboration process pertaining to the integration of curriculum in their work with 
colleagues.   
Because of pending budget cuts in many school districts, boards of education and 
central office administrators are making decisions that will dissolve the middle school 
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concept of teaming which affects common planning for teachers.  If teachers are not able 
to have common planning time, finding the time to collaborate without the existing of 
times may be challenging.  The majority of middle school teachers (89%) in this study 
stated that working with other teachers is professionally beneficial to them.  Additionally, 
ninety-two percent of these teachers stated that working with other teachers was 
beneficial to their students.  Thus, these findings should be considered when boards of 
education determine potential budget cuts to any middle program.  
President Obama has examined the current No Child Left Behind policy and 
realized the need for flexibility by establishing rules for waivers that will allow states to 
design their own interventions and set their own student achievement goals (Klein, 2011).  
The proposed waiver also includes a requirement for states to adopt college and career 
ready standards.  As part of the proposed waiver, states will have to develop a minimum 
of three different areas in their evaluation system.  For example, the state of Georgia has 
adopted the following three indicators as part of their evaluation system:  achievement 
score (based on current year data); progress score (based on current and prior year data); 
and achievement gap closure score (based on gap closure at the state or school level) 
(Barge, 2011).  The researcher believes in examining multiple indicators that consider all 
of the work that schools do on a daily basis as opposed one standardized test measure on 
a given day. By states having the flexibility to examine progress scores, more accurate 
measures and levels of student performances can be determined, which can also be an 
indicator of teacher effectiveness.  The belief is that school and students are much more 
than a single assessment. 
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The current study used data for all students at each school, but did not explore the 
variables using data from student subgroups.  Future research on this topic should also 
include analyzing data of student subgroups to determine if student academic outcomes in 
specific subgroups are affected differently by the collaboration efforts of their teachers.  
Future research may also include examining teachers’ perceptions regarding specific 
tasks and opportunities for collaboration that may influence student achievement and 
classroom instructional practices for each subgroup of children. 
 A final recommendation for further study is a qualitative case study that includes 
observations of teachers participating, interacting, and communicating during the 
collaborative processes, which would include a researcher or other parties setting up a 
video camera and taping collaborative sessions among teachers.  This evidence would 
provide examples of teacher collaborative models and interactions. Observations could 
include teacher discussions pertaining to student work and written commentaries about 
the work as well as types of common formative and summative assessments.  A deeper 
and more thorough examination and discussion of the data can assist in determining 
students’ strengths and areas of challenge.  Additionally, research would also include 
observing teachers discussing students’ performance data and effective instructional 
strategies that have been or can be successful with students in the classroom.  Also of 
interest may be teachers’ opinion and insights about the nature of their collaboration 
together and its effect on student achievement. 
Summary 
Collaboration is a systematic process whereby educators work together to analyze 
and influence professional practices for the improvement of individual and collective 
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students (DuFour, 2003).  Collaborative actions create a feeling of togetherness while 
creating conversations and respectful professional interactions that have been identified 
and associated with school improvement (Krovetz & Arriaza, 2006; Marzano, 2003).  
More satisfying and productive work environments can occur when collaborative cultures 
are created and sustained (Fullan & Hargreaves, 1996). 
 Because of the high level of accountability placed on educators to ensure that 
student achievement increases, teacher collaboration and its impact on student 
achievement is a major topic of concern in the education process.  This study found that 
teachers who work together increase student achievement.  Learning communities that 
establish collaboration are making a significant contribution towards student 
achievement.  Support must be given by all educational leaders to ensure collaborative 
practices are occurring.  Effective collaboration affects student achievement in a positive 
manner when collective inquiry focuses on the right work (DuFour et al., 2010).  The 
findings from this study indicated that leadership in the collaborative process plays a vital 
role in teachers’ classroom practices and their collaborative efforts, and has a positive 
impact on student academic outcomes.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
Collaboration Survey 
 
 
 
Your participation in this study is immensely appreciated.  The purpose of this survey is to determine 
perceptions on the importance of teacher collaboration.  All responses will be kept confidential and will 
be used for research purposes only.  Using a #2 Pencil, please record your answers on the scan-tron 
provided.  
In considering the ideas of team collaboration and the content with which you provide 
the majority of daily instruction, rate your agreement with the following statements.   
Part I. Demographic Data       
1. Gender          A.  Male        B.  Female 
2. Race              A.  Hispanic  B.  Asian        C.  Caucasian     D. African American     E.  Other 
3. Age               A.  20-29       B.  30-39        C.  40-49            D.  50-59                        E.  60-69 
In considering the ideas of collaboration answer the following questions while keeping in 
mind  the content with which you provide the majority of daily instruction.  
4. Current Position                          A.  3rd                B.    4th               C.   5th           
5. Highest Level of Education: 
A.  Bachelors        B.  Masters        C. Specialist       D.  Doctorate 
6. Areas of Certification 
A. Early Childhood Education (P-5)    
B. Middle Childhood (4-8)  
C. Secondary Fields (6-12)   
D.  P-12 Fields (Special Education, Art, Music, etc.) 
7. Number of completed years working in an education setting: 
       A. 1-3                 B.  4-7               C.  8-10           D.  11-20             E.  21- or above 
8. Number of years in your current setting: 
                   A.  1-3                B.  4-7               C.   8-10          D.  11-20             E.  21- or above 
9. If you teach multiple contents, with which content do you most collaborate? 
                   A. Math              B.    Reading     C.  English/Language Arts 
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Part II.  Collaboration 
 
Read the statements below and rate the degree of your agreement with each statement using the 5-point 
Likert scale: 
 
A - Strongly Disagree     B - Disagree     C - Neutral D - Agree  E -  Strongly Agree 
 
10. My work with other teachers is professionally                  A        B        C         D       E      
 beneficial for me . 
11. My work with other teachers is beneficial                         A        B        C         D       E      
to my students. 
12. The purpose of working collaboratively                            A        B        C         D       E      
with other teachers is clear.  
13.  The objectives of my meetings with                                 A        B        C         D       E      
other teachers in my building are clear.  
14. The objectives of my meetings with                                  A        B        C         D       E      
other teachers are usually met. 
15. The majority of the time in teacher meetings                    A        B        C         D       E      
is spent discussing/addressing student concerns. 
16. The majority of the time in teacher meetings                    A        B        C         D       E      
is spent discussing/addressing curricular issues. 
17. The majority of the time in teacher meetings                    A        B        C         D       E      
is spent discussing/addressing teaching practices. 
18. Time in teacher meetings is divided equally between       A        B        C         D       E      
student concerns, curricular issues,  
and teaching practices. 
19. The building principal determines the majority                A        B        C         D       E      
of the content for our teacher meetings. 
20. The teacher leader determines the majority                      A        B        C         D       E      
of the content for our teacher meetings. 
21.  The team members determine the majority                     A        B        C         D       E      
of the content for our teacher meetings. 
22. The teachers on my team have similar                              A        B        C         D       E      
teaching philosophies. 
23. I feel comfortable expressing my opinion                        A        B        C         D       E           
even if it differs from the team. 
24. Most teachers on the team feel comfortable                     A        B        C         D       E      
expressing their opinions even if it differs  
from the team. 
25. I am an active participant of the team.                             A        B        C         D       E      
26. Most of the teachers on my team respect                         A        B        C         D       E      
the differences of others. 
27. There is a sufficient amount of time in                            A        B        C         D       E      
each teacher meeting to accomplish goals. 
28. There is a sufficient amount of consistent                        A       B        C         D       E      
opportunities to meet with other teachers to 
accomplish goals. 
29. The school principal supports meetings                           A        B        C         D       E      
with other teachers. 
30. The school principal is aware of the                                 A        B        C         D       E      
accomplishments and personal dynamics  
of each team meeting. 
31. The school principal plays a strong role                           A        B        C         D       E      
in the teacher collaboration process. 
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Part III. 
Read the statements below and rate the degree of your agreement with each statement using the 5-point 
Likert scale: 
 A - Never or B - Not usually  C- Occasionally  D – Usually  E - Almost or 
  Almost Never    Almost Always 
 
32.  I have been observed by other teachers.                     A        B        C         D       E      
33. I have observed other teachers                                     A        B        C         D       E      
teaching this year.  
34. I have collaborated with another teacher                     A        B        C         D      E      
in my subject area/grade level this year. 
35. I have collaborated on curriculum with                       A        B        C         D      E      
another teacher outside my subject  
area this year. 
36. I have collaborated by integrating curriculum             A        B        C         D      E      
with another teacher outside my subject  
area this year.  
37. I have shared lesson plans with other                           A        B        C         D       E      
teachers this year. 
 
 
Your feedback is very valuable and appreciated. If you would wish to make additional 
comments, please use the back of the provided scan-tron. 
 
Please return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope to the following address: 
Sandra Ervin 
601 Crimsonwood Court 
Power Springs, GA   30127 
770-218-1396 (h) 
Sandra.Ervin@Cobbk12.org 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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APPENDIX B 
Permission to Use Survey 
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Approval to Conduct Study 
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APPENDIX D 
Letter to Teachers 
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APPENDIX E 
Consent Form 
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APPENDIX F 
Schools Eligible to Participate in the Study 
 
   Number of Students Eligible 
School Name Enrollment 
Free 
Meals 
Reduced 
Price 
Meals 
Total 
% of 
Students 
Acworth Intermediate School 839  403  78  481  57.33  
Addison Elementary School 590  150  36  186  31.53  
Argyle Elementary School 647  527  36  563  87.02  
Austell Intermediate School 543  357  39  396  72.93  
Awtrey Middle School 861  225  62  287  33.33  
Baker Elementary School 790  257  46  303  38.35  
Barber Middle School 951  393  110  503  52.89  
Bells Ferry Elementary School 603  229  50  279  46.27  
Belmont Hills Elementary School 628  568  23  591  94.11  
Big Shanty Elementary School 828  258  38  296  35.75  
Birney Elementary School 683  484  60  544  79.65  
Blackwell Elementary School 710  247  55  302  42.54  
Brown Elementary School 289  174  20  194  67.13  
Bryant Elementary School 762  604  67  671  88.06  
Bullard Elementary School 989  159  25  184  18.60  
Campbell Middle School 1,180  964  83  1,047  88.73  
Cheatham Hill Elementary School 1,106  339  48  387  34.99  
Clarkdale Elementary School 382  247  41  288  75.39  
Clay Elementary School 544  479  12  491  90.26  
Compton Elementary School 487  372  44  416  85.42  
Cooper Middle School 817  463  75  538  65.85  
Daniell Middle School 990  367  95  462  46.67  
Davis Elementary School 542  50  12  62  11.44  
Dickerson Middle School 1,137  56  21  77  6.77  
Dodgen Middle School 1,140  63  22  85  7.46  
Dowell Elementary School 976  576  63  639  65.47  
Due West Elementary School 523  60  13  73  13.96  
East Cobb Middle School 1,305  737  117  854  6.27  
Fair Oaks Elementary School 876  810  33  843  96.23  
Floyd Middle School 803  559  63  622  77.46  
Ford Elementary School 814  55  10  65  7.99  
Frey Elementary School 663  90  25  115  17.35  
Garrett Middle School 873  655  81  736  84.31  
Garrison Mill Elementary School 686  55  12  67  9.77  
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   Number of Students Eligible 
School Name Enrollment 
Free 
Meals 
Reduced 
Price 
Meals 
Total 
% of 
Students 
Griffin Middle School 995  735  63  798  80.20  
Harmony-Leland Elementary School 592  350  34  384  64.86  
Hayes Elementary School 1,055  522  86  608  57.63  
Hightower Trail Middle School 960  77  29  106  11.04  
Keheley Elementary School 472  103  24  127  26.91  
King Springs Elementary School 676  256  27  283  41.86  
LaBelle Elementary School 461  390  26  416  90.24  
Lewis Elementary School 869  239  56  295  33.95  
Lindley 6th Grade Academy 484  377  33  410  84.71  
Lindley Middle School 922  713  84  797  86.44  
Lost Mountain Middle School 1,120  118  23  141  12.59  
Lovinggood Middle School 1,170  217  61  278  23.76  
Mableton Elementary School 442  245  30  275  62.22  
McCleskey Middle School 684  211  39  250  36.55  
McClure Middle School 1,169  204  37  241  20.62  
Mount Bethel Elementary School 1,002  17  8  25  2.50  
Mountain View Elementary School 843  74  23  97  11.51  
Nickajack Elementary School 880  335  51  386  43.86  
Norton Park Elementary School 693  612  28  640  92.35  
Palmer Middle School 1,044  325  75  400  38.31  
Pine Mountain Middle School 732  287  53  340  46.45  
Pitner Elementary School 936  364  75  439  46.90  
Powder Springs Elementary School 803  474  54  528  65.75  
Powers Ferry Elementary School 502  430  33  463  92.23  
Riverside Intermediate School 859  743  57  800  93.13  
Rocky Mount Elementary School 608  50  21  71  11.68  
Russell Elementary School 699  429  68  497  71.10  
Sanders Elementary School 859  600  80  680  79.16  
Shallowford Falls Elementary School 680  47  5  52  7.65  
Sky View Elementary School 398  305  33  338  84.92  
Smitha Middle School 910  690  57  747  82.09  
Still Elementary School 760  139  36  175  23.03  
Tapp Middle School 642  364  68  432  67.29  
Timber Ridge Elementary School 580  18  4  22  3.79  
Tritt Elementary School 893  40  9  49  5.49  
Vaughan Elementary School 739  58  19  77  10.42  
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APPENDIX G 
ITEM ANALYSIS OF SURVEY  
       
Question 10 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.37 5.00 5 SD 37 4.2 
    D 11 1.3 
My work with other teachers is professionally beneficial for 
me. 
Neutral 32 3.7 
A 307 35.1 
SA 488 55.8 
       
Question 11 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.41 5.00 5 SD 24 2.7 
My work with other teachers is beneficial to my students. D 8 .9 
Neutral 41 4.7 
A 311 35.5 
SA 491 56.1 
       
Question 12 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.33 5.00 5 SD 18 2.1 
The purpose of working collaboratively with other teachers is 
clear. 
D 23 2.6 
Neutral 65 7.4 
A 314 35.9 
SA 455 52 
       
Question 13 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.08 4.00 4 SD 16 1.8 
The objectives of my meetings with other teachers in my 
building are clear. 
D 40 4.6 
Neutral 111 12.7 
A 395 45.1 
SA 313 35.8 
       
Question 14 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.93 4.00 4 SD 11 1.3 
The objectives of my meetings with other teachers are usually 
met. 
D 49 5.6 
Neutral 141 16.1 
A 457 52.2 
    SA 216 24.7 
       
Question 15 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.39 4.00 4 SD 28 3.2 
The majority of the time in teacher meetings is spent 
discussing/addressing student concerns. 
D 169 19.3 
Neutral 225 25.7 
A  338 38.6 
SA 115 13.1 
       
Question 16 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.68 4.00 4 SD 17 1.9 
The majority of the time in teacher meetings is spent 
discussing/addressing curricular issues. 
D 96 11 
Neutral 181 20.7 
A 436 49.8 
SA 145 16.6 
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Question 17 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.34 3.00 4 SD 26 3.0 
The majority of the time in teacher meetings is spent 
discussing/addressing teaching practices. 
D 168 19.2 
Neutral 244 27.9 
A 357 40.8 
SA 80 9.1 
       
Question 18 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.38 4.00 4 SD 31 3.5 
Time in teacher meetings is divided equally between student 
concerns, curricular issues, and teaching practices. 
D 206 23.5 
Neutral 195 22.3 
A 289 33.0 
SA 154 17.6 
       
Question 19 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.15 3.00 4 SD 47 5.4 
The building principal determines the majority of the content 
of our teacher meeting. 
D 235 26.9 
Neutral 224 25.6 
A 274 31.3 
SA 95 10.9 
       
Question 20 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.04 3.00 3 SD 55 6.3 
The teacher leader determines the majority of the content of 
our teacher meetings. 
D 245 28.0 
Neutral 255 29.1 
A 251 28.7 
SA 69 7.9 
       
Question 21 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.33 4.00 4 SD 48 5.5 
The team members determine the majority of the content of 
our teacher meetings. 
D 185 21.1 
Neutral 197 22.5 
A 322 36.8 
SA 123 14.1 
       
Question 22 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.48 4.00 4 SD 36 4.1 
The teachers in my team have similar teaching philosophies. D 143 16.3 
Neutral 181 20.7 
A 392 44.8 
SA 123 14.1 
       
Question 23 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.08 4.00 4 SD 23 2.6 
I feel comfortable expressing my opinion even if it differs 
from the team. 
D 53 6.1 
Neutral 85 9.7 
A 380 43.3 
SA 334 38.2 
       
Question 24 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.05 4.00 4 SD 20 2.3 
Most teachers on the team feel comfortable expressing their 
opinions even if it differs from the team. 
D 51 5.8 
Neutral 95 10.9 
A 406 46.4 
SA 303 34.6 
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Question 25 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.33 4.00 5 SD 15 1.7 
I am an active participant of the team. D 27 3.1 
Neutral 46 5.3 
A 351 40.1 
SA 436 49.8 
       
Question 26 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.05 4.00 4 SD 18 2.1 
Most of the teachers on my team respect differences in each 
other. 
D 54 6.2 
Neutral 102 11.7 
A 394 45.0 
SA 307 35.1 
       
Question 27 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.28 4.00 4 SD 59 6.7 
There is a sufficient amount of time in each teacher meeting to 
accomplish goals. 
D 201 23.0 
Neutral 163 18.6 
A 339 38.7 
SA 113 12.9 
       
Question 28 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.34 4.00 4 SD 47 5.4 
There is a sufficient amount of time in each teacher meeting to 
accomplish goals.   
D 209 23.9 
Neutral 149 17.1 
A 343 39.2 
SA 127 14.5 
       
Question 29 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.26 4.00 5 SD 16 1.8 
The school principal supports meetings with other teachers. D 27 3.1 
Neutral 84 9.6 
A 336 38.4 
SA 412 37.1 
       
Question 30 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.71 4.00 4 SD 41 4.7 
The school principal is aware of the accomplishments and 
personal dynamics of each team meeting. 
D 89 10.2 
Neutral 179 20.5 
A 342 39.1 
SA 224 25.6 
       
Question 31 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.52 4.00 4 SD 43 4.9 
The school principal plays a strong role in the teacher 
collaboration process. 
D 112 12.8 
Neutral 228 26.1 
A 330 37.7 
SA 162 18.5 
       
Question 32 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 2.93 3.00 3 SD 120 13.7 
I have been observed by other teachers. D 179 20.5 
Neutral 324 37.0 
A 150 17.1 
SA 102 11.7 
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Question 33 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 2.73 3.00 3 SD 204 23.2 
I have observed other teachers teaching this year. D 180 20.6 
Neutral 240 27.4 
A 153 17.5 
SA 98 11.2 
       
Question 34 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.44 5.00 5 SD 15 1.7 
I have collaborated with another teacher in my subject 
area/grade level this year. 
D 28 3.2 
Neutral 68 7.8 
A 209 23.9 
SA 555 63.4 
       
Question 35 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.35 4.00 4 SD 122 13.9 
I have collaborated on curriculum with another teacher outside 
my subject area this year. 
D 111 12.7 
Neutral 200 22.9 
A 222 25.4 
SA 220 25.1 
       
Question 36 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 3.20 3.00 4 SD 114 13.0 
I have collaborated by integrating curriculum with another 
teacher outside my subject area this year.   
D 167 19.1 
Neutral 202 23.1 
A 213 24.3 
SA 179 20.5 
       
Question 37 Mean Median Mode  n % 
 4.25 5.00 5 SD 25 2.9 
I have shared lesson plans with other teachers this year.   D 28 3.2 
Neutral 121 13.8 
A 227 25.9 
SA 474 54.2 
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Scatterplots Illustrating the Correlation of CRCT and ITBS Scores 
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